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ABSTRACT
A Proposed Intra-District Methodology 
for Funding School Sites
by
Eva Marie White
Dr. Teresa Jordan, Examination Committee Chair 
Professor of Educational Leadership 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
The purpose of this study was to develop an intra-district allocation-funding 
model for the Clark County School District (CCSD). Two models, a linear 
formula and a formula with a non-linear component, were developed and 
evaluated against a set of criteria from the research literature on characteristics 
of optimal funding formulas. Simulations of these models' impact on elementary, 
middle, and high schools in the Clark County School District were performed to 
ascertain the redistributive effect under two separate conditions, the first keeping 
current funding levels constant, and the second considering additional funding.
The simulations indicated that under Model II, a linear formula, a total of 
$253,911,324 new dollars would be required to fund education in the Clark 
County School District based on recognizing the differentiated needs of students 
with a "no loss" provision. Implementing Model III, a methodology with a non­
linear component, $237,370,788 in additional funds would be necessary. Further 
calculations determined that 1,082 additional per pupil dollars would be needed
III
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to meet the demand for Model II, the linear formula and 1,011 additional per pupil 
dollars would be needed to fund Model III. The models were evaluated against a 
set of criteria from the research literature on characteristics of optimal funding 
formulas and Model III, the model with the non-linear component, was selected 
with input from a CCSD advisory panel, the Budget Equity Committee.
IV
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CHAPTER ONE
OVERVIEW
Introduction
Trends in the education movement for the 21^ century show a national 
emphasis on teaching to higher standards. With higher standards comes a 
demand for school administrators and teachers to be more accountable for 
student outcomes. According to Clune (1994a, 1994b), public school finance will 
have to shift to achieve these ideals. As educators are challenged to educate 
students against set standards and students are expected to demonstrate 
achievement at predetermined levels, school finance policy-makers can no 
longer be concemed only about state funding issues. If impact on student 
outcomes is the dominant goal, they must also direct their attention to how 
money is allocated to the school site. Being more accountable for student 
outcomes means the framework of public school finance wHI need to be more 
directly linked to school level programs and services that impact student 
outcomes.
In making this shift to a performance-oriented education system, attention 
must be directed to schools where teaching and leaming actually occur. 
Research shows that comprehensive school-based management plans that are
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
focused on teaching and leaming can increase student achievement (Brown, 
1991; Odden and Busch, 1998; Wohlstetter, Mohrman, and Robertson, 1997). 
Without systemic changes, the goal of teaching children to a higher standard 
may not be realized.
For restructuring to be effective, schools must be given authority over their 
budgets (Bodilly, 1998; Brown, 1990; Nunnery, et al., 1997; Odden, 1998; and 
Newmann, 1996). Bodilly (1998) held that schools needed to be allocated 
monies in a lump sum if the transformation to attaining high standards in student 
achievement is going to be met. Doing so gives schools the opportunity to 
choose strategies that have been identified as successful in increasing student 
performance and the flexibility to redistribute funds to make these strategies 
work. Bodilly argued that significant funds and school budgetary autonomy were 
vital to making lasting educational changes. She concluded that schools that are 
not given control of their own budgets are inhibited from restructuring 
successfully. Odden (1998) and Brown (1990) agreed that allocating a majority 
of district funds to the schools allowed for the deployment of resources to fund 
each school's higher performance strategies. Jordan and Lyons (1992) 
concurred: "The goal of site-based decision-making is to empower school staff 
and parents by providing them the authority to allocate resources in ways that 
address the educational needs in their individual school" (p. 113).
Odden (1999) believed that school-based finance systems should be 
implemented as part of (a) a district's overall plan to employ rigorous content and 
performance standards; (b) the decentralizing of district operations; (c) a school's
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enactment of rigorous curriculum programs, coupled with high performance 
expectations, as their vision for improvement: and (d) a plan to have schools 
transition into high performance design programs over a three to five year period.
In keeping with these current trends of increased school autonomy and 
accountability, the Clark County School District (CCSD) Board of School 
Trustees approved the "A+ in Action" district-wide reorganization plan that 
became operational in July 2001. This restructuring plan divided the district into 
five geographic K-12 regions designed to promote goals of achievement, access, 
and accountability. The conceptual framework of the governance structure was 
to facilitate site-based decision-making, so that the unique needs of students, 
schools, and communities could be addressed. Each school was given the 
responsibility of devising a school improvement plan to increase student 
achievement. The goal of the reorganization plan was to improve accountability 
district-wide (CCSD, 2002).
As initially noted, the A+ in Action Plan lent itself to site-based management 
of goal development and program improvements that propose to lead to 
improved student achievement. There are no provisions to date, however, to 
decentralize the district budget. This is the condition that was in existence when 
Miller-DeFrancesco (1996) noted CCSD did not have an intra-district allocation 
methodology that allocates funds to schools based on the differentiated needs of 
students and schools.
CCSD regulation 3130 (1993) states that, "Procedures should be developed 
to ensure that the general fund resources of the Clark County School District are
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
used to support a basic instructional program consistent with the Global Ends of 
the Board of School Trustees and to ensure that budget accounts will be properly 
managed." Currently, to comply with this regulation, formulas for the allocation of 
personnel and supplies are used. Flat grants based on enrollment, an equal 
amount of money per each elementary, middle school and high school student, 
are used to allocate dollars for each school to provide supplies and materials. 
Personnel are allocated by a pupil-teacher ratio for each grade level as 
determined by the state class-size reduction mandate or by the district's general 
fund. The Board of School Trustees may authorize additional personnel 
positions, not included in the formula, if the members deem the positions are 
warranted.
Several districts in the United States have developed intra-district allocation 
formulas that disburse a greater percent of the dollars directly to the school site. 
They followed the lead of schools in Edmonton, Alberta, Canada and Britain. In 
1976, seven Edmonton schools piloted a school-based decision-making 
govemance structure that included autonomy to spend allocated funds in a 
manner detemiined at the school level to increase student achievement. By 
1980, all schools received funds based on a per student base rate combined with 
a set of weighting factors for various programs and special needs students 
(Edmonton Public Schools, 1998).. In Britain, as noted by Caldwell and Hayward 
(1998), concem about the proportion of available funds that actually reached the 
school was the catalyst for site-based budgeting. The goal was to allocate a 
minimum of 80% of the total available budget directly to the schools.
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In July 1995, the Chicago School Board was atx)lished and replaced by the 
Reform Board of Trustees. This five member management team, appointed by 
the mayor, began to lead the Chicago Public Schools (CPS) with its top priorities 
identified as becoming more efficient, eliminating bureaucracy, and reinvesting in 
its children (Chicago Public Schools, 2000).
The result was that schools, in conjunction with their Local School Council 
and community members, developed a School Improvement Plan for Advancing 
Academic Achievement (SIPAAA) to serve as a blueprint for improving 
education. This plan was then used to construct the school's budget, which was 
entered into a Lump-Sum Budget Preparation Program for the Chief Executive 
Officer's review and approval (Chicago Public Schools, 2000).
In 1997, the Seattle Public Schools implemented a weighted student formula 
allocation system. The allocation system was developed to "deliver resources 
more equitably to students based on their education needs and to increase 
flexibility for tailoring and funding academic achievement plans at the school 
level" (Seattle Public Schools, 2001, p.1).
In September 1998, the Houston Independent School District (HISD) formed 
a committee to study the concept of decentralization. Based on the idea that 
decentralization enhances budgetary accountability, allows for redistribution of 
scarce resources, and best meets students' needs, in May of 1999, one of the 
committee's recommendations to the board of education was that a weighted 
pupil formula be used for resource allocations to the schools and that a process 
be established to allocate a majority of funds to the school sites.
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The Houston commitment is ongoing as resources and decision-making 
authority continue to shift to the school level. Principals are allocated a specific 
annual budget and are given full latitude to use those funds on staffing and 
programs that will best meet the unique needs of their student populations. This 
enhances the goal noted in the district's Declaration of Beliefs and Visions that 
the system exists to support the relationship between the teacher and the student 
(Houston Independent School District, 2001).
Based on the documented experiences of these districts and the extant 
literature on site-based budgeting, there is a sufficient knowledge base to 
develop an intra-district allocation formula for CCSD that provides increased 
autonomy and flexibility for site-based fiscal decisions that are tied to school 
improvement efforts.
Statement of the Problem 
To date, there is no comprehensive intra-district funding formula for the Clark 
County School District that provides substantitive resources to the school site 
and takes into consideration the differentiated needs of students. Although the 
Clark County School District's A+ in Action Plan acknowledged that people 
closest to where teaching and leaming take place need to make decisions that 
can positively impact student achievement, schools to date have minimal control 
over budgets to direct their school Improvement efforts.
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to develop alternative intra-district allocation 
methodologies for the Clark County School District, to project the redistributive 
effect of implementing these models with no new funds, as well as with a hold 
harmless provision whereby no school loses its current level of funding, to 
analyze the impact of each altemative model based on a set of established 
criteria for optimal allocation methodologies taken from the research literature, 
and to recommend an optimal intra-district allocation formula.
Phases of the Study 
This study was conducted in six phases. The first phase of the study was to 
review the extant literature relative to site-based funding. In the second phase, a 
task force, the Budget Equity Committee, consisting of principals, region 
administrators, central office administrators and representatives from both the 
teachers' and administrators' professional organizations was created as an 
advisory panel to consider the strengths and weaknesses of the current CCSD 
allocation methodology and to determine what need variables should be 
recognized in an intra-district funding formula. In addition, the Budget Equity 
Committee provided input into the design and the implementation plan for a 
decentralized allocation system. During the third phase, various altemative intra­
district allocation formula designs were developed and simulated. In the fourth 
phase, simulations were run to determine the redistributive effect as well as new 
dollars required for a "no loss" provision. In the fifth phase, based on a set of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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cnteria for optimal allocation methodologies taken from the extant literature, each 
altemative was analyzed and evaluated. In the sixth phase, an optimal intra­
district allocation formula was recommended.
Research Questions
1. Based on the extant literature and current state funding practices, what 
educational need variables should be included in an intra-district allocation 
formula?
2. What are the critical variables for inclusion in an intra-district allocation 
model as identified by the Budget Equity Committee composed of central office 
administrators, principals, and professional teacher and administrator association 
representatives?
3. Exclusive of funds for the transportation department and utilities, what 
proportion of the CCSD current operations budget is allocated to the schools?
4. What is the current distribution of resources across schools in the CCSD 
system under the current allocation system? (Allocation Model I)
5. Using a set of weights based on an analysis of CCSD current practice 
expenditures, weights used in the Seattle and Houston allocation systems, and 
validation by the Budget Equity Committee, what amount of funds would be 
allocated to each school using a linear formula? (Allocation Model II)
6. Using an allocation model based on a proxy for school need, what amount 
of funds would be allocated to each school using a formula with a non-linear 
component? (Allocation Model III)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
7. Using the models identified in questions 5 and 6, what would be the 
redistributive effect when models II and III are compared with the current CCSD 
allocation system (Model I)? What additional funds would be required to create a 
no-loss scenario?
8. Using a set of criteria from the extant literature for optimal school funding 
programs and input from the Budget Equity Committee, which model for the intra- 
district allocation funding formula ranks highest as an optimal allocation 
methodology?
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework of this study was based on two premises. One 
was site-based management, where decision-making shifts from the district level 
to the school level, giving the school site control of funds, programs, and staffing 
so that it may determine what is in the best interest of its students. The 
expectation is that democratic decision-making at the individual school level will 
lead to improved education for students by having those closest to the students 
making the decisions that affect their leaming (Goertz and Odden, 1999). The 
second was the fiscal concept of vertical equity, in which the funding 
methodology recognizes and accommodates different needs and programs 
based on varied student characteristics (Beme & Stiefel, 1984).
The first premise, site-based management, originated from the industrial 
model that empowered laborers by giving them greater decision-making roles. 
The conceptual roots for the movement can be traced to W. Edward Deming's
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(1986,1993) work on total quality management (TQM) in business and industry. 
Deming's premise was that participatory decision-making creates a more 
effective, responsive organization. Deming asserted that to improve productivity, 
customer responsiveness and satisfaction, as well as employee engagement, the 
decision-making responsibility and authority must devolve to the level of the 
employee most directly involved in the client function or tasks.
Beginning in the late 1980's, many private sector companies changed their 
organizational structures to reduce the hierarchy and have less rigid lines of 
authority by having workers more actively participate in decisions conceming 
productivity and company policies (Sturm and Barcelona, 1997). This concept of 
effecting change by moving decision-making closest to the client resonated with 
many educatom. The Consortium for Policy Research in Education (1994) found 
that decentralized participation was most appropriate in organizations where the 
environment was changing rapidly and the work was complex, involves 
uncertainty, and was performed in teams. The report contended that this is an 
apt description of many schools.
Vertical equity, the second premise of the study, is defined by Beme and 
Stiefel (1984) as the "unequal treatment of unequals," believing that students are 
different and therefore must receive "appropriately unequal treatment" (p. 13). 
One way that they categorized differences is according to the characteristics of 
the individual. Legitimate characteristics, which are defined as those worthy of 
differential treatment, include various leaming disabilities, second language 
issues, health-related issues, poverty, and a lack of preschool preparation.
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possibly a result of an impoverished background. It was accepted that minimum 
output goals for students with these characteristics require greater educational 
resources. Illegitimate characteristics such as race, sex, and ethnicity are not 
worthy of differential treatment, and thus greater educational resources are not 
deemed necessary in order for minimum output goals to be reached (p. 14).
Beme & Stiefel (1984) state that if extra services and achievement levels can 
be determined for specific groups, weights can be created based on programs' 
extra costs as they compare to the regular school program. Student weights can 
be assigned to show various programs' cost differences and thus detennine the 
additional per pupil resources needed to provide such programs.
Sources of Data
School budget information was acquired from CCSD's Budget Department. 
Data regarding school population breakdowns (the number of students in special 
education, language different students, and free and reduced lunch participants) 
were taken from individual school accountability plans. A student transiency rate 
was secured for each school from the student accounting system. Individual 
school enrollment and allocation information were obtained from the Clark 
County School District Human Resources Division. Cost data for CCSD current 
programs were taken from the district's 2001-02 budget and statistical report.
Information regarding components for an intra-district allocation model was 
acquired from an expert panel, the Budget Equity Committee. This panel, 
consisting of central office administrators, region administrators, principals, and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
12
representatives from the professional teacher and administrator associations 
outlined the strengths and weaknesses of the current allocation methodology and 
identified critical variables that are indicative of the differentiated needs of 
schools within CCSD. This panel made recommendations for components to be 
considered in a decentralized allocation system design and implementation plan.
Information on the Seattle Public Schools was retrieved from the Budget 
Forms and Guidelines and the Budget Allocations to Seattle Schools for the 
2001-02 School Year documents (Seattle Public Schools, 2001).
Houston Independent School District's information came from the Adopted 
District Budget document and the Preliminary Resource Allocation Handbook 
(Houston Independent School District, 2001).
Definition of Terms
In this study, terms were defined as follows:
Categorical aide: Funding that is eannarked for a special population or 
project (Jordan & Lyons, 1992, p. 44).
Educational Needs Index: "...a proxy for the magnitude of need based on 
selected demographic and educational factors" (Miller-DeFrancesco, 1996, p. 
43).
Horizontal equity: "...in school finance refers to the equal treatment of 
students. Typically horizontal equity is achieved when spending per pupil is 
roughly equal for all students with similar characteristics" (Picus, 2001, p. 85). 
"The horizontal-equity criterion rightfully should be applied only to subgroups.
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where equality among children can be agreed upon" (Beme & Stiefel, 1984, p. 
13).
Inputs: "...the actual physical resources that are used to educate students. 
They include such things as teachers, administrators, buildings, textbooks, and 
equipment" (Beme & Stiefel, 1984, p. 118).
Intra-district allocations: Funding that is directed to each school within a 
district (Guthrie, Garms, & Pierce, 1988, p. 200).
Outcomes: "...leaming or performance level to be attained...what students 
should know and be able to do..." (Guthrie & Rothstein, 2001, p. 104).
Outputs: "...cognitive skills measures (e.g., scores on standard achievement 
exams) and behavioral measures (e.g., graduation or attendance rates) (Beme & 
Stiefel, 1984, p. 118).
Per puoil weight: ".. .indices to account for different spending levels needed 
for different grade levels and other special and more expensive programs" 
(Jordan & Lyons, 1992, p. 41).
Vertical eguitv: ".. .refers to the differential treatment of individuals with 
different characteristics" (Picus, 2001, p. 85). "...recognizes that students are 
different and states the positive requirement that unequals receive appropriately 
unequal treatment" (Beme & Stiefel, 1984, p. 13).
Assumptions
The design of this study was based on the following assumptions:
1. Data from the Clark County School District are accurate.
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2. Current practice weights from CCSD programs are valid.
3. Factors used to develop the educational needs index are a valid proxy of 
the differentiated needs of students.
Limitations
The intra-district allocation formula developed in this study has application 
only to CCSD, although the underlying concepts and principles may be 
applicable to other educational settings.
Delimitations
The study was limited to 229 of CCSD's 265 schools. The budget figures 
used were based on each school's operating budget for the 2001-2002 school 
year including the breakdowns as they are reported in the district's budget report 
for that given year. The enrollment numbers used were those determined by the 
State's student count day, which is the fourth Friday in September for the same 
year.
Significance of the Study
Currently, CCSD's formula allocation .is based on the principle of horizontal 
equity without regard to the differentiated needs of students enrolled. Resources 
disbursed in addition to the formula are allocated categorically. To date, CCSD 
has utilized no comprehensive method of calculating the degree of need at the
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school site level and then utilizing an intra-district allocation methodology to fund 
proportionately to that degree of need.
This study laid the groundwork to potentially affect the achievement outcomes 
of children through an intra-district allocation system created to meet the varying 
needs of schools and fund the programs they institute in order to accommodate 
the varying needs of their students.
This study laid the foundation for future research In the school district to 
determine whether or not funding to the school site level based on the 
differentiated needs of students will impact school improvement efforts.
Organization of the Study 
This study was organized into five chapters. The first chapter is an overview 
of the study. Chapter two contains a review of the literature pertaining to schools 
as the unit of analysis In school finance, variables that contribute to the 
differentiated needs of schools, funding mechanisms, and current intra-district 
allocation methodologies. In the third chapter, the research design and 
methodology are described. Findings are detailed in chapter four. Chapter five 
summarizes findings, conclusions, and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction
This literature review addressed six major topics that provide the rationale for 
allocating resources to the school site based on differences in student needs. In 
the first section, "Historical Background of Differentiated Funding," the rationale 
was established for using differentiated levels of funding based on student need. 
In the second section, "Definitions of Equity," vertical and horizontal equity as 
they relate to school finance and the need to provide each student with an 
appropriate education based on Individual needs were outlined. "Schools as the 
Unit of Analysis In School Finance," the third section, established a rationale for 
site-based budgeting as a part of the decision-making process based on 
research that supported individuals nearest the children making choices that 
affect their education. The fourth section, "Demographics and Conditions 
Influencing Schools," examined the link between educational outputs and 
outcomes and selected indicators of need. In the fifth section, "Mechanisms for 
Needs-based Funding," Instruments for determining differentiated funding levels 
were explained. In the sixth section, "Intra-dlstrict Allocation Methodologies and 
Models," current intra-district allocation systems were reviewed.
16
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
17
Historical Background of Differentiated Funding
Alexander (1982) Included justice, morality, humanity, equality, and innate 
rights In his definition of equity. He stated that within the combination of 
Aquinas's natural law, Bentham's utility, and Rawl s concepts of freedom and 
justice, was the necessity of govemment to serve the common good. According 
to Verstegen & Ward (1991), the common good related to the benefits provided 
to the society through mutual regard for Its citizens and their concern for one 
another.
The United States considers itself to be the land of opportunity offering "liberty 
and justice for all." The route to improving life for America's citizens, thus 
contributing to the common good, has been through education. Johns & Morphet 
(1960) noted that Americans wanted educational programs that met the needs of 
students as well as society. They did not feel It could be attained, however, due 
to Inefficient school district organization, ineffective local policies. Inadequate 
state finance programs, and inept educational leadership. Tyack and Cuban 
(1995) wrote, "Faith In the power of education...has helped to persuade citizens 
to create the most comprehensive system of public schooling in the world" (p. 3). 
Yet, they believed there had been major disparities In educational opportunities 
because of differences in family occupation, income, place of residence, and 
physical and mental handicaps.
In Brown v. Board of Education (1954), the justices made clear their belief 
that if children are denied the opportunity of an education, they are denied the 
opportunity to be successful In life. The Supreme Court noted in Lau v. Nichols
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(1974) that deficiencies in the educational system should be improved to give all 
students a chance to succeed in life. From court cases such as these, parallels 
could be drawn between education and success In the labor market, making the 
disparities in educational opportunity such as the gaps in academic achievement 
as they relate to background characteristics of students, an area of concern.
This position is consistent with Rawls' (1971) theory of distributive justice, which 
required the amount of educational resources be sufficient to guarantee a 
minimum outcome. He connected this outcome to the unequal distribution of 
primary goods, such as rights, liberties, powers, opportunities, income, wealth, 
and self-respect, if it is of benefit to the disadvantaged.
Gutmann (1987), on the other hand, described the democratic threshold for 
education, which compared education to other social goods. She deemed 
inequalities justified as long as they did not prevent a child from effectively 
participating in the democratic process.
Since there is no stipulation In the United States Constitution to provide for 
education, it has historically been seen as a responsibility of the states. This 
Included serving all children irrespective of the wealth In the school district in 
which they live and the different characteristics they possess (Jordan & Lyons, 
1992; Ladd & Hansen, 1999).
Johns and Alexander (1971) followed the history of financing education as 
changes took place to serve all children regardless of their personal 
characteristics and community wealth. They remarked that at the beginning of 
the century, education finance focused on current operation expenses, capital
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outlay and debt service expenses. A downward shift in the expenditures for 
buildings and equipment during World War I was noted by Mort and Reusser 
(1951), since fewer students attended school. The emphasis on capital outlay 
was not to retum after World War I as the focal point of education became 
transformed with the issues of the times.
After World War I, there was awareness that the educational system was not 
changing as quickly as social, economic and industrial revolutions demanded, 
thus bringing to the forefront Inequalities in educational opportunity (Johns and 
Alexander, 1971). Paul Mort, who created a formula for weighting pupils In order 
to finance a minimum program for state funding, determined that the methods 
used by states to measure educational need were Inequitable in their treatment 
of school size, districts of like size  ̂higher cost high schools, cost of living 
variations, transportation variations, and/or capital outlay variations (Johns et al., 
1983). Thus, as the equalization of educational opportunity began to surface, the 
cost unit began to emerge as a viable financial measure of pupil cost (Mort and 
Reusser, 1951; Johns and Alexander, 1971).
By mid-century, the pupil unit was being implemented, allowing for varying the 
demographic factors noted initially in sparse populations (Mort and Reusser,
1951.) At this same time, some states bpgan breaking down cost units Into 
broad programs and service components. From these broad components grew 
state and categorical funding that was separated by purpose. The first purpose 
was to fund the development of special programs to meet specific needs. The
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second purpose was to assure high priority be given to these new programs in 
the educational setting.
Johns and Alexander (1971) further explained that after World War II, 
financing education became even more problematic due to Increased social 
Issues, high rates of Immigration, and the increased educational handicaps noted 
In students. From their viewpoint, these issues added to the difficulty of keeping 
current on the financial and educational needs in every state, but did not deter 
from the ideal of differentiating funding in accordance to the individual 
characteristics of districts and programs.
Definitions of Equity 
To best ensure equitable futures for children, attention must be given to how 
resources and services are distributed. In analyzing equity, Berne and Stiefel 
(1984; 1999) detail the three basic objects of inputs, outputs, and outcomes as 
they relate to equity in school finance. Inputs are defined as the combination of 
actual resources that are used to educate children. Equity In this area consists of 
the same dollar value being expended on each child. Outputs are defined as the 
results of the education system in terms of student achievement and mastery. 
Equal gains for each person, equal levels of mastery at given grade levels, and 
equal gains per dollars spent fall within this arena. Finally, outcomes relate to 
children's ultimate places in society, such as their potential Income or earnings.
School finance experts, Odden and Augenblick (2000) define equity as fairly 
distributing available money. They conclude that school finance discussions will
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no longer be able to center only on the equal distribution of available money, but 
must also concentrate on how to fairly distribute available funds. To the same 
end, Ladd & Hansen (1999) claim that equity may be defined as providing 
unequal Inputs In order to achieve equal outputs or outcomes.
The three equity principles of horizontal equity, vertical equity, and equal 
opportunity must be considered when allocating resources (Odden & Augenblick, 
2000; Berne & Stiefel, 1984). Horizontal equity, whereby each student receives 
the same resource allocation, is defined as the equal treatment of equals. In 
state funding formulas where horizontal equity is the determining factor, a per 
pupil dollar amount determines the district allocation. If the per pupil spending 
among groups of students with comparable abilities Is equal, horizontal equity is 
present (Berne & Stiefel, 1984; Guthrie et al., 1988; Jordan & Lyons, 1992; 
McMahon & Geske, 1982; Odden & Augenblick, 2000).
Conversely, vertical equity Is the differentiated resource allocation merited by 
varied district, school, school population, and program characteristics. Federal 
and state funding that provide programs for disadvantaged students shows an 
attempt to meet the differentiated needs of specific student populations. The 
goal is to have the end result be equitable by providing unequal resources to 
students who are unequal (Beme & Stiefel, 1984; 1994; Guthrie et al., 1988; 
McMahon & Geske, 1982; Odden & Augenblick, 2000).
Equal opportunity Is another equity principle that must be considered when 
allocating resources. Equal opportunity requires that there be no relationship 
between local wealth and the level of education (Beme & Stiefel, 1994; McCarty
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& Brazer, 1990). As further detailed by McCarty and Brazer (1990), the school a 
student attends must not deter a pupil's knowledge or social development in 
relation to obtaining equal opportunity access.
According to Beme & Stiefel (1999), equal protection promises that people In 
like situations will be treated the same. These definitions focus on the faimess of 
the public education allocation system by showing how adjustments must be 
made to mirror the various student needs and the monies necessary to purchase 
resources. This is supported by Ladd and Hansen (1999) who view equity as 
one of America's shared values that includes justice, faimess, and impartiality. 
They explain that an equitable distribution can actually involve significant 
inequality such as providing additional resources to a group who has exceptional 
needs. Wyckoff (1992) emphasizes that all schools and students are not equal 
because service costs, neighborhood populations, and differences in schools are 
not equal.
McMahon and Geske (1982) define equity as the achievement of the 
community's philosophical and ethical standards of faimess through the 
redistribution of resources. They include intergeneràtional equity, which falls 
between horizontal and vertical equity, as one reason the redistribution of 
resources is necessary. Intergenerational equity includes concepts that attempt 
to sever the relationship between parental wealth and students' futures. For 
example, family income has been linked to the quality and number of years spent 
acquiring education, which in tum has been linked to lifetime eamings. Thus, it 
becomes the role of education to overcome the disadvantages that link family
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income to level of education and then to eamings. Hodge (1981) supports this 
by implying that education is one of the prime vehicles for upward mobility and 
therefore resources must be allocated to allow equal opportunity for differentiated 
needs.
Schools as the Unit of Analysis In School Finance 
Odden and Augenblick (2000) suggest that states set standards and shift 
accountability to the districts and ultimately the schools to meet these 
performance standards. The finance implication is that schools must be 
empowered to control their own budgets if the belief Is that schools are 
responsible for improving student outcomes (Beme et al., 1997).
Change that effects student achievement must occur at the school level. 
Site-based decision-making can be a conduit for this change. Through this 
process, school employees and the surrounding community members are given 
authority to allocate resources in a way that supports the school's instructional 
improvement goals (Jordan & Lyons, 1992). Odden and Busch (1998) 
summarized their findings on high performing schools by explaining how 
reallocating existing resources to provide more classroom teachers and fewer 
specialists, grouping teachers and students differently, including more full-time 
instructional facilitator roles and more technology, cannot happen if schools do 
not have control over their budgets.
McDermott (1999) stated the control over hiring, firing, and budgets should 
devolve to the school level so it would be consistent with school-based
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management. She also implied that spending the same amount of money per 
student does not constitute spending a Aa/r amount of money per student 
because student needs are greater in the city than they are in the suburbs.
Based on the needs of its students, a school must be allowed to make decisions 
to positively affect their leaming.
Oswald (1995) states that the local school tx)ards would have to release their 
micromanaging holds and concentrate on educational policy, avoid preferred 
treatment of special interest groups, and liberate schools from the many 
unnecessary existing restrictions in order for site-based power to be effective. In 
the westem states particularly, special challenges are noted in attempting to 
calculate the base cost and necessary adjustments for an adequate education, 
thus making it even more important that schools have a voice in how their dollars 
are spent. A WestEd policy brief (July 2000) lists lower funding levels in the 
West than in Midwest and Eastem states, increased growth rates that stress not 
only facilities but also teacher supply and quality, and the fastest growing 
population of foreign-bom students In the nation as deterrents to determining a 
base cost for an adequate education and then being able to adjust the base 
funding to provide for the differentiated needs of students. In Ferguson's study of 
districts In Texas (1991) that compared the relationship between school Inputs 
and students outputs, he concluded three things: (a) "equal salaries will not 
attract equally qualified teachers to dissimilar schools" (p. 489); (b) some classes 
may be unnecessarily small yet large classes can result in lower test scores; and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
25
(c) since schools have different demands on their resources they cannot be 
expected to comply with exact spending rules or levels.
Reschovsky & ImazekI (2001) stress that school and school district 
performance will need to be monitored and appropriate actions taken In cases 
where additional financial resources do not result In improved student 
performance if the goal of providing students with a sufficient education is to be 
achieved. Agreeing, Hanushek (1991 ) contends that schools not effective at 
translating resources into student achievement will not improve educational 
equity simply by "heaping more resources" on poorly performing schools. In fact. 
It is his belief that by emphasizing distribution of expenditures per pupil, 
consideration will not be given to structural changes that could direct information 
about performance into overall school improvement.
Odden (1994) reports that nearly all recent court decisions contain language 
about the evolving high-skill needs of the modem economy and the need for 
educational systems to produce students with a much higher level of cognitive 
capacity. Because of these court decisions, Ladd & Hansen (1999) contend that 
the approach to funding education at an adequate level is appealing to both the 
legal system and the policy-makers since it links a level of funding to a level of 
student perfomiance.
Research notes schools that would want to take a more active role in school 
budget development feel constraints due to state and federal mandates, unions, 
and contracts. Goertz & Hess, Jr. (1998) list class size flexibility, teachers' 
salaries, regulations attached to categorical program funds, state standards and
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assessments, and bidding procedures as deterrents to true site-based budgeting. 
They also conclude that (a) stakeholders are more Involved and satisfied with 
school resource allocation decisions when a formal school-based budgeting 
process is in place; (b) schools are not either able or willing to make major 
changes In the way resources are allocated if discretion is limited to marginal 
dollars; (c) student and programming needs are identified through student 
performance data; and (d) school-based budgeting must be flexible so schools 
can meet students' needs by implementing innovative Ideas.
McDermott (1999) divided budgeting authority Into three functional categories: 
regulatory, regional, and resources. The regulation category included the Initial 
resource allocation. Regional support encompassed special education services, 
professional development, minority recruitment, state-wide initiatives, purchasing 
supplies, insurances, and transportation. The third category, entitled resources, 
allowed small school provisions for items that do not vary by population, such as 
utilities.
If schools are to have effective control over expenditures dealing with student 
leaming and staff resources, Farland (1997) asserted that Individual schools 
must have a financial system that operates efficiently at their level. If they do not 
have the ability to perform business functions, it will be difficult for them to 
generate the Information to effectively plan and budget. The opportunity for the 
most accurate data collection will be if It is actually used by the entity that 
generates It. Thus, the delegation of Information and power must be Included in
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site-based management. Quoting Mumane (1991), "... the dollars must follow 
the plan" (p. 496).
Cooper, et al. (1994) determined that school finance systems needed 
specificity that permits analysis by school type and Individual site so decision­
makers know the actual cost of each function per site compared to the overall per 
pupil costs of the system. Detailed accounting coupled with the exact site, 
whether school or central office, facilitates categorical tracking to determine the 
ratio of support to actual services and the productivity of the schools. As outlined 
by Caldwell and Hayward (1998), by Interfacing each school's comprehensive 
computer software with the central office, greater amounts of funding could be 
allocated to the school site while being electronically linked for monitoring by the 
central office. Information technology systems, and the State Department of 
Education. Cohen (1997) concluded that student leaming and staff resources 
must be linked to detailed expenditures since neither expenditure data nor 
education data can k>e viewed in Isolation.
Denbo, et al. (1995) contended that instnjctional strategies, instructional 
techniques, curriculum, and student achievement data must be taken into 
account when analyzing financial equity. Their report concluded that funding for 
Individual characteristics of students must be an Integral part of policy that 
monitors vertical equity. Policy must also include horizontal equity measures by 
monitoring student test data and resource distribution to ensure every student is 
instructed and making progress in mastering the district's curriculum.
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Demographics and Conditions Influencing Schools
Funding according to the needs of students at each school site is found to be 
a necessity by Levin (1989) who believes the cost of education is a great trade 
off when compared to the price society pays when a citizen is not adequately 
educated. In developing an intra-district allocation that allows for the 
differentiated needs of students, demographics and conditions that may 
potentially influence the delivery of educational services must be examined as 
they relate to individual school sites. This is imperative since special needs 
youth require more costly programs and services (Webb et al., 1988).
Acce/e/afed Course O/fedngs
According to the federal definition of children with outstanding talent (United 
States Department of Education, 1993), these students perform or show potential 
for performing at remarkably high levels of accomplishment intellectually, 
creatively, and/or artistically, possess an unusual leadership capacity, or excel in 
specific academic fields when compared with others of their age, experience, or 
environment. "Outstanding talents are present in children and youth from all 
cultural groups, across all economic strata, and In all areas of human endeavor. 
They require services or activities not ordinarily provided by the schools" (p. 23).
Oakes and Lipton (1999) list three categories of classes that many high 
schools offer to fit the needs of students within defined classifications of ability.
; Their categories include acce/erafed c/asses, which offer a more demanding 
program than regular classes, but not as rigorous as /?onors and/or advanced
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p/acemenf classes. Students are placed in the most demanding classes 
according to the school's prediction of the student's ability to succeed.
Advanced placement classes are offered to exceptionally high-achieving 
eleventh and twelfth graders who are bound for the most competitive universities. 
The course content is similar across the nation since the objective is to prepare 
students for the Advanced Placement examinations, a national test administered 
by The College Board.
AP classes often overlap with gifted and talented programs In senior high 
schools, as well as with honors-level classes. The highest-level courses are 
generally given additional weight when calculating grade point averages (Oakes 
& Lipton, 1999).
Smith (1972) concluded that "students In schools with accelerated curriculum 
achieve at higher average levels than students in schools without accelerated 
curriculum...The achievement of both black and white twelfth graders is almost a 
grade-level higher in schools with accelerated curriculum than In schools without 
advanced programs" (p. 294). In a six-year study of advanced middle school 
leamers who took biology, chemistry, or physics, during a three-week summer 
program. Lynch (1992) determined they outperformed high school students who 
took the same courses for a full academic year. Since follow up studies 
demonstrated continued success for the students in science classes, Lynch 
concluded that academically advanced students needed to start high school level 
courses earlier and would be able to master them in less time.
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Students who are considered college prep, high ability, or gifted are generally 
exposed to more rigorous content, are asked to grapple with critical thinking and 
problem solving, and participate In hands-on lessons (Jacobs & Borland, 1986; 
Lynch, 1998; Oakes, 1990; 1995; Passow, 1982; VanTassel-Baska et al., 1988). 
Instruction should encourage advanced leamers to expand their understanding 
and application of key concepts and principles, extend students' exploration 
when they are ready to move on, create experiences that go beyond traditional 
content areas, and encourage exposure to, selection, and use of appropriate and 
specialized resources (Berger, S. L., 1991; Passow, 1982; Tomlinson, 1995a; 
1995c; VanTassel-Baska, 1998; VanTassel-Baska et al., 1988).
Advocates for gifted students are inclined to stress that deviating from the 
norm intellectually, either higher or lower, represents a disadvantage to students. 
From this rationale came the idea that extra-ability students could not be fully 
educated with normal students (Oakes & Lipton, 1999). Yet, studies show that 
few secondary schools offer advanced courses and that if they are offered, the 
enrollment has been low (Bybee, 1993; National Science Board of Precollege 
Education in Mathematics, Science, and Technology, 1983).
During a cost study for the state of Kansas, Augenblick et al. (2002) noted 
that although an expert panel determined the resources for gifted/talented 
students could be provided In all schools, they did not distinguish or require 
additional resources for these students. Another study by Rossmlller et al.
(1970) showed a cost index for five Callfomia districts regarding their inclination 
to provide resources for the gifted education program relative to the district's
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inclination to provide resources for the regular program. The mean cost index in 
this study showed that on the average, the districts provided 13 percent more 
resources for each pupil in the gifted program than those In regular programs.
Urn/fed Eng//sh Pm^c/ency 
Limited English proficient students are currently the fastest growing group of 
students in public education. In the past ten years, this student population 
represented an increase of approximately 104 percent, leaving ten percent of the 
students in public schools categorized as limited English speaking. It is 
estimated that there will be over four million students who have English as a 
second language by the year 2003 (Menken & Look, 2000).
There are generally three configurations of classes for students who have 
limited English proficiency. English as a Second Language (ESL) programs 
typically place non-English speaking students in a position to leam English as a 
foreign language without the use of their primary language for instruction. 
Proponents of bilingual education contend that students are more successful in 
academics and language acquisition if they maintain and continue to develop 
their native language. Transltional bilingual programs concentrate on only 
leaming English and leaming academics. The goal Is to improve a child's ability 
to function in an English dominant setting (Oakes & Lipton, 1999; Thompson, 
Wood, & Honeyman, 1994).
A study of 160 schools with two-way bilingual programs showed success In 
developing bilingual proficiency in all of the students, as well as promoting 
academic achievement and cross cultural knowledge (Christian, 1994).
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Instruction that adds a second language or culture empowers students. 
Conversely, instruction that removes students' language and culture hinders 
them (Cummins, 1986).
According to Alexander and Salmon (1995), over 25 states designated 
funding for limited-English programs. The costs of such programs are 
determined by the number of eligible students, the instructional program to be 
implemented, inclusion into the regular program, class-size, instructional 
materials, and technology (p. 219). They also state that additional costs for 
bilingual programs range from 15 to 35 percent above the costs of providing 
regular instructional programs.
Pove/fy
Research shows conflicting views of the demographic characteristics of 
people who live in poverty. The Children's Defense Fund (2001) acknowledged 
that poor children come in all colors and live in every family type and region of 
the country. Many researchers detail children of poverty as being minority 
children who live in urban areas where they are subjected to violence, drug 
abuse, teenage pregnancy, and juvenile delinquency. Living in conditions such 
as these promote underachievement and high dropout rates (Klerman, 1991; 
Waxman, Padron, and Amold, 2001).
Benson (1982) promoted the theory that socioeconomic status determined 
educational attainment. He cited as evidence, findings from a 1976 study in 
Oakland, CA where In the high socioeconomic category, only five of 115 students 
who took the Callfomia Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) scored less than one
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standard deviation below the mean. Out of the lower socioeconomic group, only 
ten of 235 who took the CTBS scored higher than one standard deviation above 
the mean.
People with low educational attainment are likely to be recipients of public 
assistance. Welfare recipients with lower levels of education also need that 
assistance for a greater duration than do recipients with higher educational 
levels. The duration of time spent in poverty is associated with student 
performance being below grade level (Brimley & Garfield, 2002; Orland, 1990). 
Odand (1990) determined that for each year a student spent at the poverty level, 
he was two percent more likely to perform t)elow his grade level.
Mosteller and Moynlhan (1972) noted that the Coleman Report (1966) 
showed a wide range of achievement among various ethnic groups with the 
average minority student, except Asian students, scoring significantly below the 
average white students. Studies show that low-income children, African 
American and Latino, lag behind their higher income peers. They are enrolled In 
remedial classes, have a higher dropout rate, score lower on student 
achievement measures, and take fewer college preparatory classes (Oakes, 
1990).
From 1960 to 1991, statistics showed that poor children living in female-head- 
of-households increased from 23.7 percent to 59 percent. For poor African 
American children, the Increase went from 29.4 percent to 83.1 percent during 
that same time (Bureau of the Census, 1997, p. 48). In families where the head 
of the household was under age 25, the poverty rate rose from 25 percent in
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1974 to nearly 50 percent in 1994 (National Center for Children of Poverty,
1997).
Gregory (2000) stated that since large numbers of minority students are 
represented in low socioeconomic environments, they are compared with the 
majority population thus confusing issues of race with issues of socioeconomic 
status. Many times, these students' strengths lie outside the boundaries 
represented by traditional coursework. Given the obstacles they face, they are 
competent, responsible, and productive. If educators do not recognize these 
traits, poor academic success is inevitable (Winfield, 1991; Cortett, Wilson & 
Williams, 2002).
To combat this trend, classrooms serving high-poverty students need to move 
away from the prevalent whole-group Instruction, where students work passively 
on teacher-assigned activities, into classrooms that include small group activities, 
verbal Interaction, and self-selected instructional activities. More time needs to 
be spent questioning, giving cues, and prompting student responses rather than 
explaining things to the students (Waxman et al., 2001).
Augenblick and Sllverstein (2000) recognized that many states acknowledge 
that students living in poverty require extra services, at additional costs, to be 
successful in school. They, however, coritend that "not enough Is known about 
successful programs and their costs to justify much more than a broad guess at 
the magnitude of a specific factor to include" In an allocation fonnula (p. 5). This 
followed Alexander and Salmon's (1995) belief that additional cost research is 
needed before adequate weighting for at-risk students can be validated.
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Spec/a/ Educaffon 
Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 
mandated an appropriate, not optimal, level of education for disabled students. 
This allowed states the freedom to provide more, but not less. In educating these 
students, thus supporting the concept of vertical equity. In 1997, approximately 
10 percent of the student population qualified for assistance under the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which was the reauthorization of PL 94- 
142. Approximately 90 percent of the reported 5.5 million students were 
categorized as speech or language impaired, mentally retarded, seriously 
emotionally disturbed, and specific leaming disabled (McDonnell, McLaughlin, & 
Morrison, 1997; Mehan, Mercer, & Rueda, 1997; Thompson, Wood, & 
Honeyman, 1994). Of these students, half of them were identified as specific 
leaming disabled (Mehan, Mercer, & Rueda, 1997). More specifically, the 
Nineteenth Report to Congress (U.S. Department of Education, 1997) showed a 
total of 5,573,350 students' ages 3-21, served under IDEA during the 1995-96 
school year. This number, which was an increase of 3.5 percent from the 
previous year, represented 12.4 percent of the student population. Of this total 
special education representation, 51.2 percent of the students were labeled with 
specific leaming disabilities, 20.2 percent were considered speech and language 
impaired, 11.5 percent were categorized with mental retardation, and emotional 
disturbance categorized 8.6 percent of the children.
Over the past 15 years, the number of 6-21 year old special education 
students in general education classrooms has Increased from 32.8 percent In
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1990-1991 to 42.5 percent in 1994-1995 (Aldridge & Goldman, 2002; McLesky, 
Henry, & Hodges, 1998). Data suggest that across the nation, over 44 percent of 
students with disabilities spend at least 80 percent of their school day with non­
disabled peers. In urban schools, however, that number Is less than 60 percent 
(U. S. Department of Education, 1997).
Aldridge & Goldman (2002) noted that students who are Identified as at-risk 
for low achievement and failure in school are placed in special education classes. 
This then leads to overrepresentation, especially among the poor, minority 
students in restrictive educational programs. Students may then be denied 
access to core curriculum, become more segregated, and have fewer 
opportunities for continued education and ultimately, less employment 
opportunities.
Voltz (1998) theorized that the overrepresentation was due to a 
disproportionately higher number of minorities living in poverty. When income 
differences were controlled in studies, the disproportionate overrepresentation of 
minorities decreased and the representation of Caucasian students increased.
Since federal law requires that eligible students receive a free, appropriate 
education in the least restrictive environment at pubic expense, the total amount 
of the education budget spent on these students is out of districts' hands. 
Unfunded and/or under funded mandates are another way that special education 
programs strain district t)udgets. Formulas for adequately funding special 
education students are insufficient due to district variations and because they are 
not based on realistic program costs (Jordan & Lyons, 1992; McDermott, 1999).
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Augenblick and Sllverstein (2000) contend that, nationally, about 12 percent 
of pupils participate In special education programs with those costs being 
approximately 2.3 times as much as regular programs (p. 5). Specifically, a 
study done for South Carolina (Augenblick et al., 2000, July) determined that 
each special education student would be funded at $14,235. Given that the 
spending per special education student ranges from $2,700 to over $13,300, 
Augenblick and Myers (2002) determined a per pupil dollar amount would be 
inappropriate.
In an analysis of current operating expenditures of 28 school districts for the 
1968-69 fiscal year, McLure and Pence (1970) categorized pupils into classes 
with severe mental and physical handicaps, programs for socially and 
emotionally maladjusted students, remedial and compensatory programs for 
severe leaming disabled students, and vocational-technical classes. The ratios 
of mean current operating expenditures per pupil by program and grade level 
were compared to the mean expenditure per pupil in basic programs, grades one 
through twelve whereby the basic programs In first through twelfth had a mean 
ratio of 1.0. First through twelfth grade students, determined to be mentally or 
physically handicapped In urban schools, were found to have a mean ratio 
comparison of 2.03 in cities, 1.90 in suburban schools, and 2.24 in independent 
districts. The ratio for socially maladjusted students was 2.45 in urban schools, 
1.74 in suburban schools, and .00, showing no socially maladjusted students in 
independent schools. Remedial and compensatory programs for severe
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learning-disabled students were found to have a mean ratio of 1.77 in urban 
schools, 1.67 in suburban schools, and 1.78 in independent schools (p. 95).
Rossmlller et al. (1970) completed a cost study on 22 school districts' 
programs for educable mentally retarded students and determined the mean per 
pupil cost index was 1.92. The mean per pupil cost index for trainable mentally 
retarded students In 22 districts was 2.20, for auditorily handicapped students In 
18 districts was 3.15, for visually handicapped In 17 districts was 3.48, for the 
physically handicapped In 15 districts was 3.26, for hometx)und/hospital services 
an adjusted mean was found to be .53, for speech in the 21 districts was 1.25, for 
special leaming disorders in 20 districts was 2.50, for emotionally disturbed in 14 
districts was 3.70, and for multiple handicapped students in four districts the 
mean per pupil cost index was 2.80.
According to Rossmiller et al. (1970), the marginal costs of special education 
programs can be determined by first multiplying the program cost index by the 
median regular program costs. Then, finding the difference between the sp>ecial 
program expenditure and the median regular program cost will result in the 
marginal cost of the special program. They also supplied a formula for 
estimating special program costs so that the individual needs of the students In 
each category can be met. By multiplying the percentage of students in each 
category of program by the district's average daily membership, the number of 
students is determined. Then, by multiplying the number of students in each 
program by the special program cost Index by the expenditure per pupil in the 
regular program, the special program costs are calculated (p. 129).
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Changes in the delivery of services since Rossmiller's study have impacted 
programming costs. Thus, attention must be given to resource classrooms, self- 
contained classrooms, and regular education classrooms Including special 
education students (Alexander & Salmon, 1995).
Gutmann (1987) Implied that although some regulations are necessary to 
ensure fulfillment of the purpose of this law, the policymakers should not impose 
detailed reporting requirements unless there is evidence that educational equity 
will not be met without it. Her suggestion was that Congress should provide 
more money and fewer regulations.
77f/e/E%fb//ffy
Jennings (2001 ) explained that Title I was bom as a result of The Gardner 
Commission suggesting that President Johnson tie education monies to the new 
War on Poverty, which had been enacted the previous year. By earmarking a 
majority of the funds to children of poverty, a child benefit theory of assistance 
was created. As a part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 
these new federal monies were granted to school districts according to the 
number of poor children who were enrolled. The type of education that was to be 
provided was not specified nor were there consequences If the level of education 
was not increased.
In 1988, through its reauthorization. Title I required states to define the levels 
of academic achievement that students should reach in schools receiving Title I 
funding. The characteristics of the students who could be serviced with these
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funds also became more general, giving flexibility of the use of funds within the 
school as a whole (Jennings, 2001).
Currently, Title I programs are defined as federally funded compensatory 
education programs targeted for disadvantaged children who are at-risk for 
academic failure. Generally, students who are not making adequate progress in 
reading and math receive extra help from identified teachers. Although schools 
typically qualify to participate by the number of low-income students who are 
enrolled, they also must have low scores on achievement tests (Henley, Ramsey, 
& Algozzine, 1999; Mumane, 1975; Peterson, 1987).
Compensatory education was named for its interest in compensating social 
and economic disadvantage among deprived groups. This extra assistance was 
provided based on the assumption that these students could benefit from more 
intensive services due to their backgrounds. The funds were to be added onto 
the cost of regular education that these disadvantaged students would also 
receive and were not to be used in place of other monies; the intent being that a 
cycle of intergenerational poverty effects could be broken through provision of 
supplemental educational support (Thompson, Wood, & Honeyman. 1994).
The National Conference of State Legislatures (2002) compared various 
states and how each state utilized either categorical funding or foundation 
programs to fund compensatory programs during the 2001 -02 school year. They 
found that fourteen states utilized categorical programs to provide additional 
monies over the base allocation to fund teachers and programs for specified
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populations of students. Eleven states funded compensatory education 
programs as a weight within their foundation programs.
Trans/ency
Studies on students who move from one school to another focus on 
developmental issues of students, as well as the structure of schools and 
pedagogy. The transitions were stressful to students (Odegaard & Heath, 1992; 
Smith, 1991); anxiety was experienced when an abrupt move was made (Marlett, 
1993; Weldy, 1991); and anxiety was increased when there were new academic 
challenges (Feldlaufer & Eccles, 1988).
Student retention believed to be due to the residential mobility of low-income, 
welfare-dependent populations, was found to be a problem in Milwaukee. 
Peterson & Noyes (1997) found that Milwaukee Public School data showed the 
annual residential mobility rate as 30 percent for African Americans and 35 
percent for Latinos. They further indicated that nearly 20 percent of the 
eiementary children left their school during the school year and that by the next 
fall, 35 percent of the students were no longer in attendance at the same school 
as the previous year.
In a study of Chicago Public Schools, only 75 percent of the students tested 
in a typical elementary school one year were tested in that same school the 
following year. In some schools, that percentage was a low as 50 percent. 
Because of this high rate of student mobility, even if a school was showing a gain 
in student learning of those they teach, a high influx of low performing students
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would mask the positive gains (Bryk, Kerbow, & Rollow, 1997; Meyer, 1998; Bryk 
et al., 1994).
Mumane (1975) showed that the more transiency in a classroom, the less 
reading progress those students demonstrated. He illustrated that the 
deterioration was most evident with students who started the year with relatively 
high achievement scores. Other studies also showed that students with high 
mobility rates, especially those from low income, less educated families, 
demonstrated lower achievement (Sewell, 1982; Straits, 1987). Sewell went on 
to analyze that children living with one parent moved twice as often and had 
lower achievement than did children living with two parents.
Due to the fact that school districts contain students of such diverse 
characteristics, vertical equity principles must be implemented if their needs are 
going to be addressed.
Mechanisms for Needs-based Funding
Two mechanisms for addressing the individual needs of students through 
differentiated funding are pupil weights and an educational needs index. Utilizing 
these systems, vertical equity principles can be instituted in an intra-district 
allocation methodology to meet the needs of students at each school site.
Pup// M/b/g/rfs
Augenblick and Meyers (2001, June) explained that pupil weights were used 
to count pupils at a level designed to reflect the cost of serving them (p. 7).
Johns et al. (1983) credited Paul Mort with defining a satisfactory minimum
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program utilizing pupil weights in his 1924 dissertation entitled The Measurement 
of Educational Need. Initially, Mort included sparsity of population, varied costs 
of educating students in elementary and secondary schools, and transportation 
as elements that needed to be considered in funding education to meet the 
minimum program requirements. Mort later expanded his concept to include 
weighting pupils enrolled in vocational, exceptional, and compensatory education 
to provide for the extra costs associated with these programs (Mort & Reusser, 
1951; Mort, Reusser & Polley, 1960; Johns etal., 1983). Johns et al. (1983) 
added that although weights have changed, as have the methods, the concept of 
making allowance for cost variations is recognized as sound policy.
According to Webb et al. (1988), the most widely used mechanism for 
determining needs-based funding, was by weighting students and/or programs. 
Weighting is the process of determining how much more it costs to educate a 
student with different needs. For exampie, if the lowest expenditures were for 
students in grades 4-6, the weights for those students would be 1.00. If 
programs for students in grades K-3 require 30% more funds, the weight of those 
students would be 1.00 plus 0.30, or 1.30. The principle of the add-on weight 
can be used to detemiine the weight for students with special needs (Jordan & 
Lyons, 1992; Thompson, Wood, & Honeyman, 1994). By taking a designated 
level regular education student at 1.0, other weights are added for specific 
needs, producing the add-on weight (Thompson, Wood, & Honeyman, 1994). 
Aithough this process provides differentiated funding based on the varied needs 
of students or programs, it provides a strong incentive for labeling students.
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which may lead to over-classification, maintaining students on a special 
education caseioad, or discourage placement in the least restrictive environment 
if other programs receive higher reimbursement. This scheme may not allow a 
wide range of local creativity and flexibility in program design if planning is based 
on available dollars rather than educational needs (Jordan, T., 1992; Joraanstad, 
1995).
A 1981 study found that the cost of educating the average handicapped child 
was 2.17 times as much as educating the average non-handicapped child with 
the cost difference varying from 1.98 at the elementary level to 2.48 at the 
secondary level and by type of handicap from 1.37 for speech impaired children 
up to 5.86 for functionally blind children. The same study showed that the cost 
factors between vocational and regular programs ranged from .93 to 2.41 (Johns, 
Morphet & Alexander, 1983).
Augenblick and Myers (2001, September) suggested that several weights 
should be used for special education, not only because the cost of educating 
students who have different disabilities varies within each school, but also 
because the proportion of students with different disabilities varies from school to 
school and district to district. They also suggested it may make sense to use a 
concentration factor in applying the weight for low income students since the cost 
of providing supplemental services increases as their population density in a 
district increases.
According to Augenblick, Myers, and Silverstein (1998, November), "The use 
of pupil weights was designed to directly reflect the excess costs associated with
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programs, pupils, or district characteristics in the basic aid system" (p. 12). This 
was utilized in their New Hampshire study by initiaily examining the factors that 
are weighted in other states due to their variation across a district, specifically, 
programs, pupils, or district characteristics. If no variation was identified, the 
adjustment did not need to be done by weighting, but rather could be included in 
the base cost.
For their New Hampshire study, (1998, November) Augenblick et el. 
considered weighting special education, vocational education, low income 
students, school district enrollment, and transportation. Weights were either 
developed or current weights were used to reflect the additional costs associated 
with each area.
Alexander and Salmon (1995) contended that districts' programs must be 
based on cost effective studies rather than on averages if the funding is going to 
be accurate.
Educaf/ona/ A/eeds /ndex
Another mechanism for determining needs-based funding is by using a proxy 
for educational need that yields an index that functions similarly to per pupil 
weights. Miller-DeFrancesco (1996) defined the index-of-need, also referred to 
as an educational needs index and an educational overburden index (Stanfield- 
Paquette, 1996), as a finance allocation application that disburses funds based 
on special economic or educational conditions of a school. Lyons (1990) and 
Jordan et al. (1998) stated that this methodology serves as a proxy for a school's 
magnitude of need that can be used to determine intra-district allocations based
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on the interaction of socio-economic, demographic, and educational factors of 
the students.
Utilizing an educational needs index results in a conceptual shift from 
counting students to quantifying district conditions. Lyons (1992) further 
suggested it is the most efficient methodology to maximize program flexibility, 
avoid the labeling of students, and recognize a unique set of characteristics that 
differentially impacts schools.
In 1990, Lyons took the first step toward developing this systematic 
methodology for states to utilize in providing funding for programs to serve at-risk 
children. She developed a cost estimate for a series of prototype programs to 
serve at-risk students by incorporating an index-of-need, or educational needs 
index, that had initially been developed by the Arizona Department of Education. 
Her concept was based on the interaction of a set of selected demographic and 
educational factors, whereby the educational needs index became a proxy for the 
magnitude of need at a specific school. It offered flexibility in program 
development to meet unique circumstances within a district without needing to 
label students for specific programs.
Also in 1990, to address criticisms of the Arizona at-risk index, Lyons used a 
multiple regression model to develop another index-of-need for Texas (Arizona 
Department of Education, 1989). Because Texas had comprehensive data 
available, a full range of different types and configurations of school districts, and 
maintained a count of at-risk youth that could be used as a dependent variable, it 
was selected for the simulation of the index. The conclusion was that an
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educational needs index offered a funding method that resulted in funds being 
allocated to districts with the highest numbers of at-risk youth. A caution was 
that variables must be carefully selected to ensure they represent the state's 
unique circumstances and that accountability safeguards needed to be 
developed.
Since few states have comprehensive data due to the lack of tracking its at- 
risk students, this linearly calculated model had limited application. In response 
to the problem of using a linear model to develop an educational needs index, 
Weiner (1994) used a neural net methodology, which is a non-linear program that 
can handle the overlapping nature of variables that are indicative of at-risk 
students and schools, and then apply knowledge gained from previous 
experience to new situations. This methodology provided a way to cluster 
districts according to their need by processing inputs supplied by the researcher 
without the need for a dependent variable. As the first person to utilize the neural 
net as a data analysis tool for developing an index-of-need, Weiner (1994) 
simulated the variation in educational needs of Bureau of Indian Affairs schools 
by applying a need factor for each reservation as an add-on weight and then 
redistributing resources according to the developed fomiula.
Joraanstad (1995) used Weiner's neural network methodology when he 
attempted to project the expenditures of Arizona schools by constructing an 
educational needs index to determine the redistributive effect on state funding.
He inputted data from the U. S. Census Bureau and Arizona District Schools into 
Weiner's neural network methodology to process and analyze multiple indicators
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of at-riskness. Seven variables were selected from the variables for 208 school 
districts by the NeuroShell2 (Ward, 1998) artificial intelligence software. Special 
education students, limited-English proficient students, students with low 
academic test scores, children living in homes at or below the poverty level, 
student ethnicity, and parental education level were selected as common 
indicators.
Joraanstad then used the Kohonen neural net analysis to cluster school 
district variables into eleven categories that were used in the development of the 
index. He concluded that the at-risk index was a reliable indicator of the level of 
need as illustrated by its face validity when compared with related data and in the 
Arizona study, when the results were correlated with the current complex pupil 
weighting system.
The concept of the Kohonen neural net was adopted by the New Mexico 
Legislature as the procedure for funding programs for at-risk youth. Local 
districts received an allocation through the equalization formula that had to be 
used to provide programs and services for at-risk youth. Districts could devise 
their own program, and students were not labeled or identified. Variables used in 
the neural net were student mobility, free and reduced price lunch, dropouts, and 
Title I eligibility students (Jordan et al., 1998).
Intra-district Allocation Methodologies and Models
In recommending an optimal intra-district allocation methodology for CCSD, 
not only was it important to analyze mechanisms for funding, but it was also
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imperative that current intra-district methodologies and models be analyzed and 
evaluated. For this study, models being implemented by the Houston 
Independent School District (HISD) and the Seattle Public School District (SPSD) 
were also reviewed.
Examples of early school-based funding structures included Great Britain, 
Alberta, Canada, and Australia. All of these systems started delegating financial 
decision-making in a limited number of pilot schools, expanding their programs to 
include more schools and also granting the schools authority over greater 
portions of their total budgets in successive years (Knight, 1993; Caldwell & 
Spinks, 1992).
Great Britain's educational reforms of 1988 allocated 85 percent of the per 
pupil funding level directly to the schools. The intention was to increase that 
amount to 95 percent if it could be done without sacrificing the local education 
authority. Schools were given the authority to staff and use funds as they saw fit 
in order to teach the nationally implemented curriculum and have students 
assessed according to the new standards (Odden, 1992; Caldwell & Spinks,
1998).
Between 1973 and 1989, Edmonton, Alberta public schools gradually 
devolved authority from the central office to the schools. The first three years 
were spent planning, exploring, and training the personnel who would participate. 
Initially, In 1976, seven volunteer pilot schools were given decision-making 
authority relative to numbers and kinds of personnel, equipment and supplies, 
and as an option, maintenance and utility services. In 1979, school-based
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decision-making was implemented district wide with 92 percent of the district's 
budget being in the control of the schools. The province's government policy put 
the resources in the hands of the educators with the expectation that they would 
be both accountable and efficient (Ozembloski & Brown, 1999; Odden, 1999; 
Caldwell & Spinks, 1998).
In 1973, the Karmel Committee published a national report entitled "Schools 
in Australia." This report discussed the prospect of devolutionizing responsibility, 
equality, and basic control over school operations to the school site. The 
Committee's theory was that school effectiveness would be enhanced when 
those entrusted with making decisions and those responsible for implementing 
them were one and the same (Burke, 1992). School councils were given the 
authority to determine educational policy of the school and to make budgetary 
decisions within the Minister of Education's guidelines. As much as 90 percent of 
the resources were allocated directly to the school, leaving decision-making to 
the stakeholders in virtualiy all categories of non-capital expenditures (Caldwell & 
Spinks, 1998). A mechanism for core funding plus supplemental funding for 
students who were considered educationally at-risk, had disabilities, lived in rural 
communities, had English as a second language, or were in designated priority 
programs was recommended (Caldwell & Hill, 1999).
Utilizing the experiences of those who evaluated programs in each of the 
aforementioned countries, the following recommendations should be considered 
when transitioning from a centralized approach of resource allocation to a school- 
based approach: (a) continually refine and improve the formula for resource
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allocation; (b) protect schools from a sudden decline in resources due to rapid 
changes in system priorities or local circumstances; (c) reflect a commitment to 
meeting the learning needs of the students in the formula; (d) incorporate 
strategies for conflict management; (e) develop the formula for resource 
allocations from task forces with expertise in financial analysis and educational 
philosophies; and (f) handle budget allocations for staff with care to ensure that 
the transition to school-based budgeting would not be jeopardized (Caldwell & 
Spinks, 1992).
In the United States, school-based financial delegation was attempted in the 
1970's, but soon lost impetus. When there was a resurgence of school-based 
management in the mid-1980, the focus was stronger on empowerment and 
participation of teachers and weaker on financial delegation to the school level 
(Knight, 1993).
In keeping with the ideals outlined in the historical development of 
differentiated funding, students with differentiated needs necessitate various 
levels of funding in order to become productive members of society and develop 
to their full potential. Thus, the full provision of differential funding calls for 
changes in educational finance that give responsibility to the school site where 
fiscal decisions can be made that positively affect each student's progress 
(Thompson, Wood, & Honeyman, 1994). As a result of this focus, resurgence in 
interest in decentralization of funding has occurred particularly in the policy 
context of the accountability movement.
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SeaA/e PuMc Sc/?oo/s Formu/a
When the Seattle School District implemented the Weighted Student Formula 
(WSF) allocation system for the 1997-98 school year, three factors served as the 
motivation. District operations were undergoing major changes: educational 
goals were soon to be impacted by serious reductions in available resources; 
and resources were needed to target the growing needs of students (Seattie 
Public Schools, 2001).
This methodology was created to equitably distribute resources to students 
based on their individual needs while allowing flexibility for funding school 
improvement plans to best meet those needs. The three guiding principles on 
which the methodology was based were that the resources would follow the 
student, were in dollars, not in full-time equivalent (FTE) staff, and would vary by 
the personal characteristics of each individual student (Seattle Public Schools,
2001, p. 1).
The Seattle Public Schools' (SPS) intra-district allocation model is based on a 
weighted student formula that delivers funding in two parts. The foundation 
allocation is given to each school to ensure the basic administration operation of 
the school and varies depending on if the school is an elementary, middle, high, 
or non-traditional school. The Weighted Student Ailocation is attached to each 
student and varies by grade level and student characteristics (Seattle Public 
Schools, 2001).
The foundation allocation "ensures minimum operational viability" (p. 4) for 
each type of school. The principal and assistant principal positions are required
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to be funded through this allocation. All other positions are recommendations 
based on standard practices or best practices for the grade level. Elementary 
schools with a minimum population of 250 students are allocated a base 
foundation of $194,000, an additional $300 per Head Start FTE, and a stipend of 
$1,000 equating to an average $582 per pupil allocation. Middle schools with a 
minimum population of 600 students are granted a base foundation of $418,000, 
which breaks down to an average $490 per pupil allocation. High schools with 
minimum populations of 1,000 students average $450 per pupil allocation with a 
base foundation of $529,000 (Seattle Public Schools, 2001).
Non-traditional schools with minimum enrollments of 250 students receive a 
base foundation of $194,000, and then an additional $356 for middle school 
pupils, $321 for high school pupils, and $300 for each Head Start FTE, as well as 
the $1,000 stipend for elementary schools. These non-traditional schools are 
granted an average foundation allocation of $696 per pupil. Exceptional schools 
are allocated a base foundation of $418,000 with an additional $300 for each 
Head Start FTE and $1,000 for the elementary school stipend. This averages 
$1,150 per pupil (Seattle Public Schools, 2001, p. 9).
The Weighted Student Ailocation is attached to each student and varies by 
grade level and characteristics of the student. Under the weighted student 
allocation, students are identified as being enrolled in pre-school, kindergarten, 
primary, intermediate, middle school, or high school. The specific characteristics 
that determine additional resources beyond the basic funding include bilingual 
education, special education, and poverty. The revenue to the school is
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determined by taking the grade level weights and characteristic weights 
muitiplied by the enrollment, which are then multiplied by the base-funding factor. 
Funding not specified in the base revenue is allocated on a flat per pupil basis or 
based on a projected poverty index as outlined by each fund (Seattle Public 
Schools, 2001).
In Seattle, the funding each school receives through the weighted formula for 
special education and related services for its students with disabilities is based 
on the projected enrollment of the special education students for that school, the 
designated service level of each student, the regular education allocation 
generated by each special education student, the special education allocation 
generated by each special education student, and the free and reduced lunch 
allocation generated by eligible special education students. Service levels of 
each student are determined by the amount of special education service 
provided to a student (minutes per week listed in the Individual Education Plan) 
and the traditional program model (Seattle Public Schools, 2001).
There are five service levels designated as level 1, level 2, level 3, level 4a 
and level 4b. Service level 1 indicates students who receive 30 minutes or less 
per week and are in exit transition program models for a maximum of eight 
weeks. These models are not funded. Level 2 students receive either 31 to 824 
minutes per week in the elementary setting or 31 to 600 minutes per week in the 
secondary setting, and are serviced in a resource room setting. Level 3 students 
receive 600 minutes per week in the preschooi setting, 825 minutes or more in 
the elementary setting, or 601 minutes or more in the secondary setting in a self­
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contained preschool, transitional kindergarten, primary and intermediate generic, 
or secondary block program models. Level 4 students are full time in a special 
education setting. This level is further divided into either level 4a or 4b by the 
program model in which they are serviced. Students in 4a are in specialty self- 
contained, behavior disorder, interagency, deaf/hard of hearing, secondary low 
grouping, or moderate/severe low incidence program models. Level 4b students 
are in program models for intensive need self-contained, severe low incidence 
students.
To provide funding for Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) programs, 
bilingual students are given weights according to their WSF characteristics, 
which include grade level, bilingual language, free and reduced lunch program. 
Title I, and special education weights if they are eligible. It is expected that all 
WSF funds generated by the students will be considered when the program and 
budget for ESL/Bilingual education programs are developed. At the elementary 
level, the student teacher rabo for these programs is approximately 70:1 and at 
the secondary level the ratio is approximately 45:1 (Seattie Public Schools,
2001).
The number of students designated for free and reduced lunch determines 
compensatory education site-based budgeting. The guidelines state that a site 
must be able to detail how all people, materials, supplies and equipment assist 
students in meebng the district's standards and improving academic performance 
(Seattle Public Schools, 2001).
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Above the formula allocation, a school also receives non-formula resources, 
which include itinerant staff. Title I monies, and other grant resources.
Guideiines are listed for individual grants and the cost for each FTE at each type 
of school. Detailed information is given for stipends that are attached to 
designated positions, for release days, extra-time, and hourly expenditures 
(Seattle Public Schools, 2001).
Although the principal is accountable for leading the preparation and 
submission of the school's annual budget, it is expected that stakeholders will be 
authentically involved in ensuring that all students' needs are brought to the 
surface and addressed. Stakeholders include licensed staff, support staff, 
parents, community members, and students in the middle and high schools. 
Should a stakeholder feel that student needs are not being met or that authentic 
involvement has not occurred, there is a process for resolution of issues and 
questions, thus showing the district's commitment to site-based decision-making 
(Seattle Public Schools, 2001).
The funding model utilized in the Seattle Public Schools (SPS) separates out 
the responsibilities that are devolved to the site and those that are centralized.
Site responsibilities are outlined as follows:
# Regular education staff (administrative, instructional, and
instructional support)
# Special education certificated and classified instructional staff
# Bilingual certified instructional staff
# School supplies and instructional materials
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# Curricular and extra-curricular stipends (NOTE: stipends attached 
to a position are included in the average compensation amount and DO NOT 
need to be budgeted separately).
# Intramural stipends
# Hourly wages/benefits for certificated and classified hourly staff
# Field trips
e Travel
# Release days/Workshop substitutes
# Secondary extended day and elementary PCP
# Department head days (high school only)
# Data processing days (high school and middle schools only)
# Classroom overload support
Central responsibilities are detailed as follows:
# Athletic stipends (secondary schools)
# Vocational education PCP (high school only)
# Bilingual education support (instructional assistants, tutorial staff, 
resource teachers, administrative staff, extra time for interpreters, textual 
materials for curriculum frameworks, testing materials, overload funds)
# Special education support (contracted services for students who
require out-of-district setting, transportation costs for door to door service, shuttle 
service to therapy sites based on students Individual Education Plans)
# Custodians
# Security
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
58
# Transportation
# Food service
# Itinerant staff allocations (i.e., staff who work in selected buildings
but are budgeted centrally, such as nurses, elementary counselors, family 
support workers, drug/alcohol counselors, psychologists, occupational 
therapists/physical therapists, communications disorder specialists)
(Seattle Public Schools, Budget Forms and Guidelines, 2001-02)
Houston /ndependenf Schoo/ 0/sfnct Formu/a
The Houston independent School District (HISD) has made a commitment to 
school-based budgeting with a mission to enhance the process of 
decentralization, ensuring that allocated funds are spent within the established 
parameters to meet the educational needs of its students and the educational 
standards, which are identified by the state, district, and Shared Decision-Making 
Committee (Houston Independent School District, 2001).
The Texas Legislature maintains the basic allotment per student of $2,537 
(HISD, 2001-2002 District Budget Executive Summary, p. 6). The state also 
mandates a 22:1 ratio in grades Kto 4 (Preliminary Resource Handbook, 2001- 
2002, p. 14). HISD then uses a mix of budgetary approaches, which include line 
item, zero-based, and program budgeting along with per pupil weights to provide 
schools with a standard allocation based on projected enrollments or historical 
expenditures. It also uses a competitive ranking process for new or non­
allocated programs (Houston Independent School District, 2001-2002 District 
Budget).
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Since the budgeting of school allocations is at the discretion of each site as 
determined by its Shared Decision-Making Committee (SDMC), goals and 
objectives must be developed and prioritized, and then resources aiiocated to 
meet the established goals. Through this process, schools are to receive greater 
flexibility and control over resources while being held accountable for their 
decisions (Houston Independent School District, 2001).
Ih order to accomplish this, the HISD intra-district allocation is comprised of 
several components. The first component determines the weighted grade level 
units in which 75% of the value is from enrollment and 25% from Average Daily 
Attendance (ADA). The second component is to detemiine the mobility units by 
multiplying the total weighted grade level units by the mobility weight, which is 
.20 based on enrollment. The third component includes the special population 
weights, which include economically disadvantaged, gifted/talented, career and 
technology education, bilingual, and special education. The fourth component is 
the inclusion of a small school subsidy for schools with an enrollment of fewer 
than 400 students. The fifth component includes the decentralized allocation for 
specific substitutes and other adjustments (Houston Independent School District, 
2001).
The third component shows varied weights for designated categories. Gifted 
and talented students are given a weight of .12 based of enrollment. This is also 
capped at 5% of the ADA. Career and technical education students receive a 
weight of .37, which is based on FTEs. Students who qualify as bilingual carry a 
weight of .10 based on the ADA (Houston Independent School District, 2001 ).
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Eligible special education students receive specific weights based on their 
category o f disability. Speech students are weighted at 5, as are homebound 
students. Students enrolled as hospital, resource, or self-contained are given a 
weight of 3. Vocational Special Education Students have a weight of 2.3; Off 
Home Campus students are weighted at 2.7; State School students receive 2.8; 
Residential Care Treatment students receive a weight of 4; and Mainstream 
Special Education Students are weighted at 1.1, which is based on their ADA. 
(HISD Preliminary Resource Allocation Process, 2001-02).
Summary
With the nationally established trend being to provide for students according 
to their needs and the accountability being placed at the school level, it is 
necessary that the school site be given authority to make decisions that have the 
potential to positively impact student achievement. Site-based budgeting 
implementation must be a priority if instructional leaders are to have true site- 
based decision-making followed by site-level accountability. Having looked at 
the current models for funding school sites in Seattle and Houston, In concert 
with the methodologies that the extant literature deems viable, an optimal intra­
district allocation methodology was developed to place flexibility at the school site 
in the hands of the educators who are being held accountable for student 
achievement.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to develop, simulate, and analyze alternative 
intra-district allocation methodologies for the Clark County School District 
(CCSD). The study was conducted in six phases. During the first phase, extant 
literature relative to site-based funding was reviewed, including the optimal 
components of an intra-district allocation methodology.
In the second phase, the Budget Equity Committee, comprised of principals, 
region administrators, central office administrators, and representatives from both 
the teachers' and administrators' professional organizations, served as an expert 
panel to consider the strengths and weaknesses of the current CCSD allocation 
methodology and to determine what need variables should be recognized in an 
intra-district funding formula.
During the third and fourth phases, intra-district methodologies were 
developed and simulated based on the extant literature and input from the 
advisory panel. In phases five and six, utilizing a set of research-based criteria 
for optimal allocation methodologies, the simulated alternatives were analyzed 
and an optimal formula recommended.
61
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to develop several alternative intra-district 
allocation methodologies for the CCSD, to project the redistributive effect of 
implementing these models with no new funds, as well as with a hold harmless 
provision whereby no school would lose its current level of funding, to analyze 
the impact of each alternative model based on a set of established criteria for 
optimal allocation methodologies taken from the research literature, and to 
recommend an optimal intra-district allocation formula.
Research Questions
1. Based on the extant literature and current state funding practices, what 
educational need variables might be included in an intra-district allocation 
formula?
2. What are the critical variables for inclusion in an intra-district allocation 
model as identified by the Budget Equity Committee composed of central office 
administrators, principals, and professional teacher and administrator association 
representatives?
3. Exclusive of funds for the transportation department and utilities, what 
proportion of the CCSD current operations budget is allocated to the schools?
4. What is the current distribution of resources across schools in the CCSD 
system under the current allocation system? (Allocation Model I)
5. Using a set of weights based on an analysis of CCSD current practice 
expenditures, weights used in the Seattie and Houston allocation systems, and
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validation by the Budget Equity Committee, what amount of funds would be 
allocated to each school using a linear formula? (Allocation Model II)
6. Using an allocation model based on a proxy for school need, what amount 
of funds would be allocated to each school using a formula with a non-linear 
component? (Allocation Model III)
7. Using the models identified in questions 5 and 6, what would be the 
redistributive effect when models II and III are compared with the current CCSD 
allocation system (Model I)? What additional funds would be required to create a 
no-loss scenario?
8. Using a set of criteria from the extant literature for optimal school funding 
programs and Input from the Budget Equity Committee, which model for the intra- 
district allocation funding formula ranks highest as an optimal allocation 
methodology?
Data and Data Sources
School budget information was acquired from the CCSD Budget Department. 
Data regarding school population breakdowns (the number of students in special 
education, language different students, the number of students enrolled in 
accelerated or gifted education classes, and free and reduced lunch participants) 
were taken from individual school accountability plans. A student transiency rate 
was secured from each school. Individual school enrollment and allocation 
information was obtained from the CCSD Human Resources Division. Cost data
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for current CCSD programs were taken from the district's 2001-02 budget and 
statistical report.
Each school site's budget and staff information was gathered from the CCSD 
annual budget report during the year of the study. On-ratio staffing allocations 
were based on the following staffing fomiula: Kindergarten -  56 students to 1 full 
time equivalent (FTE), first and second grade -  16 students to 1 FTE, third grade 
-  19 students to 1 FTE, fourth and fifth grade -  30 students to 1 FTE, and sixth 
through 12 grade -  32 students to 1 FTE as determined by the Human 
Resources Division on the fourth week enrollment count day during the year of 
the study. In the elementary schools, teachers of literacy, art, music, physical 
education, library, education computing specialists, school improvement units, 
theme teachers, family assistants, English language leamer units, and special 
education units were allocated as off-ratio units. In secondary, off-ratio units 
were given for magnet schools, small school allotments, and alternative schools.
As outlined in CCSD Regulation 3130, principals are responsible for 
appropriations allocated by budget formula on a per pupil basis for students in 
elementary, middle and high school for textbooks, library books, magazines, as 
well as other library expenses, printing services, computer supplies, technical 
services, audiovisual supplies, field trips, instructional supplies, special education 
instructional supplies, medical supplies, custodial supplies, athletics supplies, 
other activity expenses, and equipment. When a minimum of 75 percent of the 
line item allocation is spent as specified, upon approval of the region
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superintendent, the principal may reallocate the remainder of the apportionment 
to another line item provided any negative balances are covered.
Information regarding components for an intra-district allocation model was 
acquired from the Budget Equity Committee. This committee, consisting of 
central office administrators, region administrators, principals, and 
representatives from the professional teacher and administrator associations, 
acted as an expert panel to outline the strengths and weaknesses of the current 
allocation methodology and identify critical functions of the current formula that 
should be decentralized and functions that should remain centralized. This 
committee identified critical variables that are indicative of the differentiated 
needs of schools within CCSD and the identified critical components of an 
implementation plan.
Information on Seattle's intra-district allocation formula was retrieved from the 
"Budget Allocations to Seattle Schools for the 2001 -02 School Year" document. 
Information on Houston's plan was from the Houston Independent School 
District's Preliminary Resource Allocation Handbook, 2001-2002.
Selection of Subjects 
The unit of analysis for this study was each of the 160 elementary schools, 
including 3 elementary magnet schools: 40 middle schools, including 2 magnet 
middle schools; and 29 high schools, including 8 magnet high schools. Not 
Included in this study were the six elementary schools and one middle school 
that were managed by the Edison Corporation, 4 special schools, and 20
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alternative schools in CCSD (CCSD Budget Report, 2001-02, p. 339-342). The 
Clark County School District is one of 17 school districts in Nevada and Is the 
sixth largest school district in the United States. The fourth week's weighted 
enrollment for the 2000-2001 school year was 237,218 (CCSD Budget Report, 
2001-02, p. 51).
Of the 160 elementary schools, three schools were configured grades K-6 
and one school, a combination elementary/middle school, was configured grades 
K-8 and is designated in the CCSD Budget and Statistical Report (2001-02, p. 
340) as both an elementary and a middle school. Sixteen elementary schools 
had populations under 500 and 21 schools had populations of over 1,000. Of 40 
middle schools, two schools had populations of fewer than 500 and 37 had 
populations over 1,000 students. As noted above, one middle school was 
configured grades K-8 and listed as a combination elementary/middle school. At 
the high school level, three of the 30 schools were configured grades 6 through 
12. Six of the high schools were listed with enrollments of under 500 and 23 of 
the schools had a student population of over 1000 (CCSD Budget and Statistical 
Report, 2001-02, p. 338).
Research Procedures 
During the first phase of the study, extant literature was reviewed relative to 
site-based funding. Intra-district allocation methodologies currently being 
implemented in other districts were reviewed. Personnel from each of these
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districts were contacted to explain issues in their intra-district allocation 
methodologies that might need clarification.
In the second phase of the study, the Budget Equity Committee, CCSD's 
advisory panel, considered the strengths and weaknesses of the current 
allocation system, reviewed the allocation formulas of other districts that have 
decentralized their budget, and recommended categories to remain centralized 
and those budgetary functions to be decentralized in the allocation system.
At the initial advisory panel meeting on October 3, 2002, the CCSD 
superintendent discussed his vision for site-based budgeting through an intra­
district allocation process. Outside consultants provided committee members 
with an overview of current intra-district allocation practices found in the literature 
including other school district models currently in operation. Committee 
memtwrs participated in small group work sessions to discuss functions to be 
decentralized and those to be retained centrally and their rationale for each. The 
committee also provided input regarding processes and timelines for 
implementation of site-based budgeting. District personnel and outside 
consultants facilitated discussions relative to critical decisions and reservations 
and concerns they may have had. The results of the small group sessions were 
summarized and shared with the committee members.
The Budget Equity Committee gave input into those critical variables that had 
differentiated impacts on the delivery of services and programs to schools that 
should be recognized in an intra-district allocation system. They also made 
recommendations for a district implementation plan for decentralizing resources
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to the school site. Their recommendations were used to develop alternative 
intra-district allocation scenarios for simulation in phase three of the study.
During the third phase, the intra-district allocation scenarios were simulated 
using: (a) a weighted formula designed according to Budget Equity Committee 
recommendations; and (b) an educational needs index using variables identified 
from the extant literature and from recommendations of the Budget Equity 
Committee.
The weighted fonnula used a linear formula that incorporated the identified 
needs of each student enrolled in each school to compute the funding necessary 
to provide essential resources based on the specified demographic and 
programmatic needs of individual students. A system of add-on weights was 
developed to provide additional funds to address the special needs of specific 
students, i.e., limited English proficiency, disabled, or at-risk; additional 
information is in Chapter 4. These add-on weights were then incorporated into 
the funding formula to determine the budgetary allocation that each school would 
receive in order to meet these identified needs.
The educational needs index used a non-linear neural network methodology 
adapted from Weiner (1994) and further extended by Jordan et al. (1996) and 
Miller-DeFrancesco (1996). Two neural network programs from NeuroShell 2 
software (Ward Systems Group, 1998) were used to cluster schools by a set of 
needs variables. First, the Kohonen network was used to group schools of 
demographic similarity and like need. The back propagation was then used to 
refine the Kohonen network clusters, verifying the groupings of schools as those
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with similar student characteristics. These data were used to develop an 
educational needs index for each school.
In the fourth phase, the two funding scenarios were compared with the 
current CCSD formula and an analysis was made of their redistributive effects, 
as well as new dollars required of a "no loss" provision.
In the fifth phase, based on a set of research-based criteria for allocation 
methodologies, each alternative was analyzed and evaluated and in the sixth 
phase an optimal formula selected. Each of the models was evaluated using a 
modification of the criteria developed by Lyons (1990) in her analysis of 
alternative methodologies for states to fund programs and services for at-risk 
youth. She delineated the following criteria from the extant literature to be used 
in evaluating funding formulas: stability and predictability: adequacy; efficiency; 
accountability; equity; responsiveness; and non-manipulability.
A matrix design based on the above criteria was used to rate the simulated 
models. The models were located on the horizontal axis and the evaluation 
criteria were listed on the vertical axis. (Jordan and Lyons, 1994). The resulting 
cells were coded with a "+", or "+/-" score using a performance criteria rubric 
for scoring. See Appendix D.
Summary
Procedures for this study involved determining an optimal intra-district 
allocation methodology for potential implementation by CCSD. By incorporating 
the components noted in the extant literature and those recommended by the
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Budget Equity Committee as factors they believe should be recognized in an 
intra-district allocation methodology, simulations were run that included the 
specified components. A determination was made regarding the redistributive 
cost of implementing the program as well as the new funding that would be 
required for a "no loss" provision. The simulations were analyzed and evaluated 
according to a set of research-based criteria for optimal allocation 
methodologies.
The optimal intra-district allocation formula was recommended, as was a 
design plan for implementation of a decentralized allocation system based on 
input from the Budget Equity Committee.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS 
Introduction
In making a shift to a performance-oriented education system, attention must 
be directed to school sites where teaching and learning actually occur. The 
purpose of this six phase study was to compare current CCSD resource 
distribution with altemative allocation methodologies to develop a funding model 
for the intra-district allocation of resources based on the extant literature and 
input from school district committee recommendations. The underlying 
assumption is that site-based budgeting and decision-making should be at the 
level nearest the students in order to best meet performance-based outcomes.
Phase One: Identification of Variables 
During phase one, six educational needs variables, identified by the research 
literature, were selected for consideration in the intra-district allocation 
methodology. Variables selected for inclusion were limited-English proficiency, 
poverty, special education student eligibility. Title I student eligibility, transiency 
rate, and accelerated classes, which included Gifted and Talented Education
71
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(GATE), Advanced Placement, and Intemational Baccalaureate courses. These 
characteristics were noted in literature as impacting student achievement.
The extent of representation of each variable at each school was examined 
using Clark County School District data from various reports and databases. The 
written information was then verified through either the CCSD Instruction Unit or 
Operations Unit. Each school's accountability plan information, obtained from 
the district's accountability office, was used to secure the number of students 
eligible for Title I, special education, and free and reduced lunch, as well as the 
school's transiency rate and the number of students designated as limited- 
English proficient. The Title I information was verified through the CCSD Grants 
Development and Administration Department. Special Education data, reported 
to the state of Nevada on December 1, 2001, were obtained through the Student 
Support Services Division. Free and Reduced Lunch Program information was 
verified through both the Food Services and Title I departments. The English 
Language Learners Program Department verified limited-English proficiency 
information. The Advanced Placement, Intemational Baccalaureate, and GATE 
course student enrollment were obtained for each school from the district's 
Instruction Unit, with GATE enrollment being verified by that department within 
the Student Support Services Division.
Under the umbrella of the Operations Unit, financial information was initially 
obtained from the CCSD Fiscal Year 2001-2002 Budget and Statistical Report 
and then verified by the district's Budget department. Each school's personnel 
allocations were obtained from the district's Human Resources Division with
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Administrative Personnel, Licensed Personnel, and Support Staff departments 
providing information specific to eacfi category of employee.
Phase Two: Input from the Budget Equity Committee 
In this phase of the study, information was gathered from the Budget Equity 
Committee, an advisory panel consisting of principals, region administrators, 
central office administrators, and representatives of both the teachers' and 
administrators' associations. The Superintendent of Schools selected the 
members of this committee.
The superintendent oriented the Octot)er 2002 Budget Equity Committee 
meeting by explaining that the charge of the committee was (a) to explore the 
feasibility of decentralizing portions of the district budget, (b) to make 
recommendations concerning components to be decentralized and (c) to identify 
issues to be addressed in an implementation plan. He emphasized that 
considerable advanced planning in the areas of site-based budgeting and 
financial management would be required if this plan were to be successful and 
that significant addibonal funds would be needed for implementation.
Out-of-district consultants briefed the committee on site-based programs in 
other large school districts and on issues related to implementation of site-based 
budgeting. The Budget Equity Committee was divided into four discussion 
groups. The consultants facilitated the groups' discussions of (a) programs and 
operational decisions that should be decentralized to the school site and those 
that should be retained at the central office, (b) decision points in the
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implementation of a decentralized site-based budgeting and fiscal financial 
system, and (c) action plans, implementation phases, and staff development 
needs related to implementation of site-based fiscal management.
Programs arrd Operaf/ons to Oecenfra/rze 
Members of the Budget Equity Committee recommended that a site-based 
allocation formula include a minimum base funding allocation to each school to 
allow for small school operations. Since doing so meant all schools would 
receive an administrator and minimal support staff, the decision was made by the 
researcher to provide a small school allocation formula for schools with 
enrollments between 200 to 500 students and for schools with enrollments of 
less than 200 to calculate each one Independently to meet the needs of each 
population and community. This would provide more flexibility in utilization of 
funds, while not allocating excessive funds for very small, rural schools.
The Budget Equity Committee also recommended that recognition of the 
differential costs of educating students with special needs, additional funds to 
schools with high proportions of transient students, and using district average 
salary rather than actual salary in determining the personnel cost for each school 
should be considered when developing an intra-district allocation system. 
Furthermore, there was consensus that the staffing profile for licensed and 
support staff in each school, the bilingual education programs, various programs 
for at-risk youth, field trips, staff development, and funding for supplies, materials, 
and textbooks should be site-based decisions. There was also consensus
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regarding the option for "out-sourcing" staff development, routine supplies 
currently available as warehouse items, and minor maintenance.
Committee members recommended that schools be allowed to carry-forward 
surpluses and, if schools overspend causing the district to transfer additional 
funds to the schools, the amount transferred would be charged against the next 
year's allocation. One group added that an exemption should be granted on the 
carry-forward of over-spending in the year a new principal is appointed to that 
school.
Three of the four discussion groups recommended that stipends for extra­
curricular activities and custodial services and supplies be decentralized to the 
school site.
Programs ar?d Operaf/orrs fo Pemam Cer?fra//zed 
All four discussion subgroups of the Budget Equity Committee recommended 
that low incidence/high cost programs and services for students with disabilities 
and building utilities be retained by the central office. Personnel recruitment, 
payroll, fiscal accounting and reporting, data processing, facility construction and 
renovation, pupil transportation, food service, and attendance area zoning were 
areas recommended to remain centralized. Three of the four discussion groups 
also agreed that facility maintenance should be retained at the central office 
level.
Programs arrd Operaf/ons wrfhouf Commfffee Consensus 
There were areas of discussion in which no consensus was reached. For 
example, two groups favored that the decisions and funds concerning Itinerant
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teachers, athletic stipends, and security personnel be transferred to the site level, 
whereas the other two groups favored retention by the central office. Groups 
varied on whether or not all special education programs and services should be 
retained at the central office. Consensus was not reached on whether or not the 
money should follow the student if a student leaves one CCSD school and 
transfers to another CCSD school during the school year, whether or not funds 
for magnet programs should be site-based or remain centralized, and whether or 
not the transfer of funds and responsibility for substitute teachers should be 
retained at the central office level or transferred to the school site.
In the discussion on substitute teachers, one group wanted some central 
office involvement while also allowing site-based decisions to be made in some 
instances. One group advocated that the savings resulting from a reduced need 
for substitute teachers should revert to the school site.
The discussion groups concluded that additional information would be needed 
In the areas of "lump-sum" budgeting and its implications, provision of therapeutic 
services to students with disabilities, the role the Region administration should 
have in the implementation and operation of site-based budgeting and fiscal 
management, and the process to be used in evaluating the implementation of 
site-based allocations.
Acf/on P/ans, /mp/emenfafyon Phases, and Sfah  ̂Oeve/opmenf 
As part of the process of implementing a site-based budgeting and financial 
management system, the discussion groups recommended (a) extensive staff 
development programs relative to fiscal planning, (b) a system of fiscal
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regulations and procedures, (c) procedures for careful review of budgets to 
ensure alignment with school and district strategic plans, (d) procedures for 
unifed and systematic monitoring of school budgets, (e) provisions to ensure 
current and prompt budget status reports to schools, and (f) procedures for 
intervening when budget problems are identifed.
The Budget Equity Committee recommended that specif c staff development 
programs for both school and central level administrât on include budget 
preparation and fscal management, including specifc regulations and 
procedures that would give basic guidelines and ongoing monitoring, yet 
fexibility to the school site. They also recommended training for school and 
central office administration on the changing role of central o ff ce personnel in 
working with the schools, group process skills regarding working with school 
staffs and site councils, confict resolution skills, the role/function of site 
committees and site councils, and the components of the change process. The 
four groups favored a frst-year pilot implementafon program involving a 
volunteer group of elementary, middle, and high schools with an evaluation and 
feedback component that would be analyzed prior to the allocation methodology 
being expanded to additional schools. They also recommended that provisions 
for initial and ongoing staff development and technical assistance be built into the 
pilot program so that schools' questions and concerns could be dealt with in a 
timely manner and assistance provided before problems became too large to 
contain. The Budget Equity Advisory Committee recommendations are 
summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1
Summa/y o f Expert Pane/ Pecommendat/ons
Decentralize Centralize No Consensus Implement
Base funding Low incidence/high All special education Fiscal planning
Differentiated cost cost programs programs and Fiscal regulations
for special needs Building utilities services and procedures
Transiency Personnel Itinerant teachers Budget review
District average recruitment Athletic stipends procedures
salary Payroll Security personnel Alignment of budget
Staffing profiles Fiscal reporting and Money following with
Bilingual programs accounting transferred school/district
At-risk programs Data processing children strategic plan
Field trips Facility construction. Funds for magnet Budget monitoring
Staff development renovation, and programs Current, prompt
Supplies, materials maintenance Substitute teachers budget reports
and textbooks Pupil transportation Providing Interventions for
Out-sourcing Food service therapeutic identified
supplies, staff Attendance area services problems
development. Zoning Role of Region School and central
and minor administration office staff
maintenance Evaluating the development
Carry forward of Implementation Budget preparation
surpluses and Process Fiscal management
amount to be Changing role of
repaid to general central office
fund Site staff and
Stipends for extra committee group
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curricular process skills
activities. Conflict resolution
custodial training
services and Site committee and
supplies council
role/function 
Change process 
Pilot w/ volunteer 
ES. MS, HS 
Pilot evaluation, 
ongoing staff 
development, 
and ongoing 
technical 
assistance
Phase Three: Design and Simulation of Altemative Formulas 
During this phase of the study, intra-district allocation formula designs based 
on input fmm the Budget Equity Committee were developed and simulated. 
Initially, the proportion of CCSD's current operations budget allocated to the 
schools was determined. In determining the proportion of the current operations 
allocated to each site, each school-based employee was identified by position. 
Then, as recommended by the Budget Equity Committee, the district average 
salary with fringe benefits for the position was used to determine the cost of each 
employee. The costs per employee were then totaled and added to the schools
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per pupil allocation for supplies and equipment to determine a school's allocation. 
The per pupil supply and equipment allocation for the various school 
configurations is detailed in Table 2.
Table 2
Cu/renf Per Pup// Supp/y and Equ^menf A//oca//on
Category
Existing 
elem sch
New elem 
sch
Existing New middle 
middle sch school
Existing New high
high sch school
Textbooks $32.81 $99.13 $38.19 $128.56 $42.62 $163.87
Instructional Supplies $27.76 $45.57 $31.08 $57.39 $34.53 $73.98
Instr Computer Supplies $1.00 $1.00 $2.25 $2.25 $4.75 $4.75
Printing Services $2.50 $2.50 $1.35 $1.35 $1.50 $1.50
Audio Visual Supplies $0.38 $0.38 $1.75 $1.75 $2.25 $2.25
Technical Services $0 $0 $0.45 $0.45 $1.10 $1.10
Instructional Equipment $5.71 $5.71 $10.67 $10.67 $14.18 $14.18
Field Trips $2 $2 $0 $0 $0 $0
Medical Supplies $0.39 $0.39 $0.39 $0.39 $0.39 $0.39
Library Books/Magazines $7.72 $7.72 $5.80 $5.80 $4.65 $4.65
Other Library Supplies $0.65 $0.65 $0.76 $0.76 $0.66 $0.66
Lib Computer Supplies $0.25 $0.25 $0.75 $0.75 $1.10 $1.10
Lib Technical Services $0.25 $0.25 $0.25 $0.25 $0.95 $0.95
Postage $1.00 $1.00 $4.47 $4.47 $5.87 $5.87
Custodial Supplies $5.94 $5.94 $5.48 $5.48 $6.03 $6.03
Total $88.36 $172.49 $103.64 $220.32 $120.58 $281.28
Note. Elem = Elementary; Sch = School; Instr = instructional; Lib = Library
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Excluded from this calculation were funds for central office administrative 
functions, utilities, transportation, new school additional supply budgets, major 
maintenance projects, and extra-curricular activities. The decision to exclude 
these areas was based on: (a) certain administrative functions, i.e., fiscal 
accounting, demographic planning, and assessment, being centralized for 
oversight as well as efficiency: (b) varying building conditions and ages of 
facilities that resulted in utility costs being out of the locus of control of the local 
school: (c) attendance zoning, which is a centralized function, determining school 
boundaries and thus the need for transportation; (d) new school supply 
allocations that are a one time start-up allocation rather than an ongoing per pupil 
allocation; (e) major maintenance projects being determined centrally; and (e) 
school and student activities t)ecause each school's activities are based on the 
individual school's student body needs and interests. The base-funding amount 
in the simulation represented the proportion of the budget allocated to the school 
site, 75.9%.
Schools in three categories were not included in the simulations. Small 
schools, which include Goodsprings, Lundy, Reid, Blue Diamond, Sandy Valley, 
and Indian Springs elementary schools, and Indian Springs High School, were 
calculated individually due to their small student enrollments. Special education 
schools. Miller, Variety, and Smith, were not included as well since the Budget 
Equity Advisory Committee did not come to consensus as to whether all special 
education services and programs should remain centralized. Also a factor in this 
decision was that the current funding for these programs is based on teacher
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caseloads as detailed by state mandates. The third category, altemative 
schools, was not included because students were assigned to those schools for 
varying lengths of time throughout the school year and for a variety of reasons, 
but were actually counted in the per pupil allocation for the home school from 
which they were sent.
L/near Formu/a
Using a set of weights based on an analysis of CCSD current practice 
expenditures and the state classification for special education units, weights used 
in the Seattle and Houston allocation systems, and design specifications outlined 
by the Budget Equity Committee, the amount of funds that would be allocated to 
each school using a linear fonnula was figured.
Using a linear formula. Model II, a per pupil base funding was derived from 
weighting kindergarten students at .88, first, second, and third grade students at 
2.00, fourth and fifth grade students at 1.07, and sixth through twelfth grade 
students at 1.00. These grade level weights, summarized in Table 3, were 
determined by computing current CCSD pupil weights at the various grade 
levels, which show ratios of 32:1 in grades six through twelve, 30:1 in fourth and 
fifth grades, 19:1 in third grade, 16:1 in grades one and two, and 56:1 in 
kindergarten. The difference in grade level ratios in first, second and third grade 
was due to the current legislative mandates that detailed the ratios at each grade 
necessary to receive state class size reduction funds.
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Table 3
Summary fab/e /br Mode/ // grade /eve/ we/g/rk
GLW Grade Level
.88 Kindergarten Enrollment
2.00 1* 2"'', and 3"' Grade Enrollments
1.07 4**’ and 5*̂  Grade Enrollments
1.00 6» yth gth gth 1 1 *  and 12"' Grade Enrollments
Note. GLW = Grade Level Weights
The following linear formula was used in the calculation of the allocation to 
schools under Model II:
Step 1 : (GLP x GLPW) + (SNP x SNPW) + (SPEDP x SPEDPW) + (MPE x 
MPEPW) + (VPE X VPEPW) + SSA = TOTWSU 
Step 2: (CSA / TOTWSU) = VWSU 
Step 3: (VWSU x TOTWSU) = TSA 
Where:
GLP = Grade level pupils
GLPW = Grade level pupil weights
SNP = Special needs pupils
SNPW = Special needs pupil weights
SPEDP = Special education pupils
SPEDPW = Special education weights
MPE = Magnet program enrollment
MPEPW = Magnet program enrollment program weight
VPE = Vocational program enrollment
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VPEPW = Vocational pnagram enrollment program weight
SSA = Small school allotment by school
TOTWSU = Total weighted student units
CSA = Current school allotment
VWSU = Value of the weighted student unit
TSA = Total allocation for model II
The grade level weights represent the relative cost associated with educating 
a student at each grade level. Every student received the basic funding assigned 
to his grade level designation.
Add-on weights were then calculated for various student demographics and 
program enrollments in order to deliver resources more equitably to students 
based on the specified characteristics. Add-on weights of .06 for magnet 
enrollment, .10 for Advanced Placement, Intemational Baccalaureate, Gifted and 
Talented Education, and Free and Reduced Lunch Program enroilment, .20 for 
transiency, and .27 for English-language leamer enrollment were established. 
Students eligible for speech/language therapy were given an add-on weight of 
.36, and .37 was given for career and technical enrollment. These add-on 
weights were based on current CCSD staffing and allocation procedures and 
weights used in Houston and Seattle.
Add-on weights were calculated for students with the following disabilities. 
Calculations were based on the caseloads mandated by the state in the 
allocation of special education units; the add-on weights are based on theoretical 
expenditures per pupil required to provide students with programs and services
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prescribed in the students lEP. Learning disabled, mental retardation, hearing 
impairment, and other health impaired were given an add-on weight of .68.
Visual impairment received an add-on weight of .99, emotional disturbance and 
traumatic brain injury were given a weight of 1.09, developmentally delayed, 
autism, and orthopedic impairment were given a weight of 1.51, and deaf/blind 
were given an add-on weight of 5.63.
Table 4
Summary of Add-on Wd/ghfs Specie Oemograph/c and Program Enro/Zmenfs
Add-on Weight Student Demographic/Program Weights
.06 Magnet enrollment
.10 Advanced Placement enrollment, Intemational Baccalaureate 
enrollment. Gifted and Talented Education enrollment. Free and 
Reduced Lunch Program enrollment
.20 Transiency
.27 English-language Learner Program enrollment
.36 Speech/Language Therapy students
.37 Career and Technical Program enrollment
.68 Learning Disabled, Mentally Challenged, Hearing Impaired, Other 
Health Impaired
.99 Visual Impairments
1.09 Emotionally Disturbed, Traumatic Brain Injuries
1.51 Developmentally Delayed, Autism, Medical Impairments
5.63 Deaf/Blind
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Based on these demographics, the expenditures for each CCSD school 
ranged from $49,944 or $5,549 per pupil for a small, rural elementary school to 
$9,343,370 or $2,719 per pupil for a large, metropolitan senior high school.
When compared to the current allocations for each school (Model I), Table 5 
shows the number of schools within each configuration that would either gain or 
lose funds within each percentage range when using Model II weights.
Table 5
A/umber of scboo/s ga/n/ng or /os/ng funds when companng Mode/ // w/fb currenf 
CCSD a//ocaf/ons
% +/- Model II # of 9-mo ES #o fY R  ES #o f  MS #o f  HS
Over 20% 1 7 0 0
15% to 20% 3 12 1 1
10% to 15% 8 23 1 0
05% to 10% 12 22 0 0
00% to 05% 11 10 2 ■ 1
00% to -05% 13 4 8 10
-05% to -10% 10 5 28 8
-10% to -15% 9 0 0 4
-15% to -20% 2 0 0 2
-20% or greater 1 1 0 2
Note. ES=Eiementary Schools; YR=Year Round; MS=Middle Schools; HS=High Schools
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The data tables containing the demographics of each school can be found in 
Appendix B and the resulting comparisons between the current funding, Model I 
and Model II can be found In Appendix C. The tables In Appendix C show that 
the "no loss" linear formula would require $1,082,166,505, which Is an Increase 
of $253,311,324. This represents an Increase over the current funding level of 
23% or $1,082 per pupil to Implement Model II with the no loss provision.
Non-//near Component Fonnu/a 
While the previous linear formula gave attention to each student and his or 
her eligibility In categories of educational need, which may lead to over- 
Identlflcatlon of students In categories that qualify for additional funding or over 
funding for students who qualify across multiple categories, the formula with the 
non-linear component addressed these Issues by determining the level of 
educational need of a school as a whole rather than the educational need of a 
given student. The non-linear components of the allocation formula for Model III 
yielded a proxy of need for each school. The variables Identified In the extant 
literature considered for use as Inputs for construction of the school-based non­
linear component of allocation Model III Included Ilmlted-Engllsh proficiency, 
poverty, special education. Title I eligibility, transiency, and accelerated course 
offerings. The variables finally selected as Indicators for the proxy of need for a 
school were not currently recognized In the Nevada funding fonnula. Special 
education was not Included because It Is recognized In the state formula through 
a personnel unit allocation. For this reason, add-on weights for special education
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were derived from the personnel unit allocation that the state of Nevada uses to 
provide services for special education students.
NeuroShell2, a neural network software program, was used to determine the 
proxy of need for each school based on the variables previously described. A 
Kohonen analysis was used to cluster or group schools based on their 
constellation of need variables. Relative weights were generated placing each 
school In a cluster group based on Its need variables and Its similarities to other 
schools In the study.
Hinton (1992, pg. 148) explains the neural net In mathematical terms, as 
follows:
"Assume that unit / Is a typical unit In the output layer and un it, Is a typical unit 
In the previous layer. A unit In the output layer determines Its activity by following 
a two-step procedure. First, It computes the total weighted input x/, using the 
formula
x/ = ^ y , m-
where y  Is the activity level of the Ah unit In the previous layer and wÿ Is the 
weight of the connection between the Ah and ̂  unA.
Next, the unit calculates the activity y) using some function of the total 
weighted Input. Typically, we use the sigmoid function:
y/= 1 /1 +6/'^
Once the activities of all the output units have been determined, the network 
computes the error F", which Is defined by the expression
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where y} is the activity level of the yth unA in the top layer and is the desired 
output of the/th unA" (Hinton, September 1992, pg. 148).
Although the NeuroShell 2 automatically reduces the learning rate and 
neighborhood as training progresses, initial values and the number of epochs 
must be specAied to start the process. Several settings were used from the 
program default settings. The Kohonen initial weight was set at 0.5, which 
allowed a range from +0.5 to -0.5 in which weights could adjust during the 
learning patterns. The learning rate was set at 0.5 to modAy the error produced 
each time a pattern was analyzed in the process. The neighborhood was set at 
22, one less than the number of desired categories as specAied by the 
NeuroShell2 archAecture. A neighborhood defined the limAs for the adjustment 
of weights of the "neighboring neurons' during training (Ward Systems, 1998, p. 
76). The program completed 5000 epochs, which Is a run of all variables all 
ways, to separate the schools Into 23 categories based on the pattems of the 
selected variables.
A second neural network, the back-propagatlon, used the Kohonen cluster 
values as output and the original variable data as Input to verAy the groupings. 
This process was used to refine the Kohonen categories by using an Aeratlve 
algorithmic procedure to process the variable Input, adjusting weights to smooth 
out the set of predicted grouping weights.
Hinton (1992) shows four steps In the back-propagatlon algorAhm: "1) 
Compute how fast the error changes as the actlvAy of an output unA Is changed.
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This error derivative (EA) is the difference between the actual and the desired 
activity.
E4y = =
2) Compute how fast the error changes as the total input received by an output 
unit is changed. This quantity (E1) is the answer from step 1 multiplied by the 
rate at which the output of a unit changes as its total input is changed.
Ef; = = <35" / %  dj^/dx/ = - //)
3) Compute how fast the error changes as a weight on the connection into an 
output unit is changed. This quantity (EW) is the answer from step 2 multiplied 
by the activity level of the unit from which the connection emanates.
EWÿ = æ /a v ÿ  = a g / a v g  = E f///
4) Compute how fast the error changes as the activity of the unit in the previous 
layer is changed. This crucial step allows the back-propagation to be applied to 
multiplayer rietworks. When the activity of a unit in the previous layer changes, it 
affects the activities of all the output units to which it is connected. So to 
compute the overall effect on the error, we add together all these separate 
effects on output units. But each effect is simple to calculate. It is the answer in 
step 2 multiplied by the weight on the connection to that output unit.
EAf = = E E EfyWÿ
j  i
By using steps 2 and 4, we can convert the EAs of one layer of units into EAs 
for the previous layer. This procedure can be repeated to get the EAs for as 
many previous layers a desired. Once we know the EA of a unit, we can use
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steps 2 and 3 to compute the EWs on its incoming connections" (Hinton, 1992, 
pg. 148).
In this three-layer back-propagation network, every layer is connected to the 
immediately previous layer. For this simulation, the learning rate was set at 0.1 
while the neural network automatically assigned the initial weight. Momentum 
was set at 0.1, thus governing the progression of weight changes in the network 
learning process so that one-tenth (10%) of the proportion of the previous weight 
change was added to the new weight change (Ward Systems, 1998). During the 
epochs, the weight changes continued to process until the final session produced 
an index of predicted groupings. This analysis used six inputs, which included 
transiency, poverty. Gifted And Talented Education, English Language Learners, 
Advanced Placement enrollment. International Baccalaureate enrollment, and 
one output per school, which clustered schools according to a whole school 
indicator of need.
Appendix C indicates the Kohonen clusters produced initially and the back- 
propagation predicted group weights. The back-propagation process was used 
to refine the Kohonen categories. These predicted group weights were the basis 
for the educational needs index weights used in the Model ill simulation.
The progression of the predicted group weights between categories was as 
follows: Between category 1 and category 2 schools there was a difference of 
0.5095. Between category 2 and 3, there was a 0.1401 difference. Between 
category 3 and category 4, there was a 0. 0875 difference. The difference 
between category 4 and 5 schools was 0.0696, between category 5 and 6
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schools was 0.2994, category 6 and 7 schools was 0.3164, category 7 and 8 
schools was 0.0874, and category 8 and 9 schools showed a difference of 
0.1525. The difference between category 9 and 10 schools was 0.4130, 
between category 10 and 11 schools was 0.1998, between category 11 and 12 
schools was 0.3056, between category 12 and 13 schools was 0.0352, between 
category 13 and 14 schools was 0.1484, and between category 14 and 15 
schools was 0.0592. Between category 15 and 16 schools there was a 
difference of 0.2623, between category 16 and 17 schools was 0.2687, between 
category 17 and 18 was 0.4244, between category 18 and 19 schools was 
0.0875, between category 19 and 20 schools was 0.0391, between category 20 
and 21 schools was 0.1074, between category 21 and 22 schools was 0.1949, 
and between category 22 and 23 schools was 0.1124. These progressions were 
relatively smooth between the majority of categories. There was, however, a 
large gap between categories 1 and 2, 9 and 10, and 17 and 18.
The evaluation of the output was characterized by several statistical values 
reported in the NeuroShell2 software program. An R squared value of 0.9695 
evaluated "the accuracy of the model to the accuracy of a trivial benchmark 
model wherein the prediction is simply the mean of ail the samples" (Ward 
Systems Group, 1998, p. 30). This reported R squared value reflected the 
benchmark and predicted models comparisons. An R squared value of 0 would 
have suggested that the neural predictions were unsatisfactory whereas an R 
squared value of 1.0 would determine a perfect fit.
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The minimum absolute error, which is the minimum of actual minus the 
predicted o f all pattems, was reported at 0.00 and the maximum absolute error, 
which is the maximum of actual minus the predicted of all pattems, was reported 
at 6.469 with a mean absolute error of 0.872, which is the mean over all pattems 
of the absolute value of the actual minus predicted. In evaluating the Kohonen 
produced categories, a mean absolute error of less than 1.0 indicated that the 
back-propagation was able to predict the classification within one category. Of 
the 146 schools that changed categories after the back-propagation, the effect of 
the back-propagation showed that 21 of the schools' categories were not 
predicted within one category. Of the 229 total schools included in the Kohonen 
and back-propagation neural net simulation, the effect of the back-propagation 
for 208 of the schools was predicted within one category. Table 6 shows the 
percent of schools within varying percentages of the mean.
Table 6
Percent w/th/n the Mean
% of Schools
% Within 5% of the Mean 40.175
% Within 5% -10% of the Mean 29.258
% Within 10% - 20% of the Mean 16.594
% Within 20% - 30% of the Mean 6.987
% Over 30% of the Mean 6.987
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The correlation coefficient for the back-propagation was 0.9868, indicating a 
positive linear relationship between the predicted groupings from the back- 
propagation and the actual Kohonen values. The closer the correlation 
coefficient is to 1.0, the stronger the relationship. See Appendix C.
Figure 1 shows the strength of each variable in the Educational Needs Index. 
Transiency is noted to be the greatest predictor of need of the six indicators 
selected, with Free and Reduced Lunch Program eligibility showing poverty as 
the second greatest indicator of need. Although GATE is ranked third in 
strength, members of the Budget Equity Committee questioned the validity of the 
strength of the variable. They hypothesized this finding may be due to the 
possibility that students are either over-identified for GATE or more probably 
under-identified for ELL. The Budget Equity Committee suggested that these 
variables be precisely defined for schools if they are to be included in an 
educational needs index for allocation purposes.
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Figure 1
Contributions of the Variables in the Educational Needs Index
25.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%
FRPL GATE ELL AP IB
Note. Trans = Transiency; FRLP = Free and Reduced Priced Lunch; GATE = Gifted and 
Talented Education; ELL = English Language Learners; AP = Advanced Placement; IB = 
International Baccaleauratte
The data analysis provided insight as to the degree of presence of the 
variables specified in Figure 1. Overall transiency ranged from 0.04% at sites 
436 and 870, category 7 schools, to 0.74% at site 208, a category 22 school. In 
the only category 23 school, site 219, the transiency rate was .47%. Excluding 
the magnet schools and small schools that need individual calculations, the 
poverty level, as determined by Free and Reduced Lunch Program (FRLP) 
participation, ranged from .0331% at site 367, a category 1 school, to .9605% at 
a category 19 school, site 513. One other school, site 319, a category 21 school, 
had a poverty level of .9253, while site 219, the category 23 school, showed a 
poverty level of .7658%. Not including small rural schools or secondary magnet 
schools, overall ELL eligibility ranged from 0% in 5 southeast region schools; one
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each in category 5, site 929, category 7, site 933, category 8, site 572, category 
9, site 573, and category 10, site 941, to .76% at site 219 in category 23. See 
Appendix C.
The following formula was used in the calculation of the allocations to schools 
under Model III, the formula with the non-iinear component:
Step 1 : (GLP X GLPW) + (SNENi X SNER) + (SPEDP X SPEDPW) + (MPE X 
MPEPW) + (VPE X VPEPW) + SSA = TOTWSU 
Step 2: (CSA / TOTWSU) = VWSU 
Step 3: (VWSU X TOTWSU) = TSA 
Where:
GLP = Grade level pupils
GLPW = Grade level pupil weights
SNENI = Special needs, educational needs index
SNER = Special needs enrollment in official count
SPEDP = Special education pupils
SPEDPW = Special education weights
MPE = Magnet program enrollment
MPEPW = Magnet program enrollment program weight
VPE = Vocational program enrollment
VPEPW = Vocational program enrollment program weight
SSA = Small school allotment
TOTWSU = Total weighted student units
CSA = Current school allotment
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VWSU = Value of the weighted student unit
TSA = Total allocation for model III
Utilizing this fomnula with a non-linear component and no additional funds,
100 schools would receive a smaller allocation than they do currently, 43 
elementary schools, 31 middle schools, and 26 high schools. One hundred 
eleven elementary schools, four middle schools, and two high schools, a total of 
117 school sites, would be allocated a greater amount of funds with the non­
linear formula. To implement a "no loss" provision utilizing Model III, an 
additional $237,370,788 would be necessary. That would increase the current 
school site allocations from $828,855,181 to $1,066,225,969. This represents 
an increase over the current funding level of 22% or $1,011 per pupil.
Based on this formula. Table 7 shows a summary of the schools at each 
configuration that would be gaining or losing a percentage of funds if funding 
Model III were adopted. The demographics of each school can be found in 
Appendix B and the resulting comparisons between the current funding. Model i, 
and Model III can be found in Appendix C.
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Table 7
A/umber o f schoo/s ga/n/ng or/os/ng funds when companng Mode/ /// w/f/i currenf 
CCSD a/Zocadons
% +/- Model III # of 9-mo ES #ofYR ES #ofMS #o f  HS
Over 20% 2 7 1 1
15% to 20% 5 11 1 0
10% to 15% 8 21 0 0
05% to 10% 9 25 0 0
00% to 05% 15 8 2 1
00% to -05% 11 7 6 9
-05% to -10% 7 4 14 11
-10% to -15% 10 0 10 2
-15% to -20% 2 0 5 3
-20% or greater 1 1 1 1
Note. ES = Elementary School; YR ES = Year Round Elementary School; MS = Middle School; 
HS = High School
Phase Four: Redistributive Effect of Aitemative Formulas 
During this phase, the redistributive effect of the current aiiocation when 
compared with Models II and III was determined, as were the additional funds 
that would be required to create a no-loss scenario. The formula for CCSD was 
modified for schools that would lose funds: schools losing funds would absorb 
the first five percent of their losses, and then losses would phase out at the rate 
of 67% of the losses paid the second year, at 33% of the loss the third year, and
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the actual formula allocation the fourth year. Schools that gain funds would gain 
up to 10%, with no school gaining more than 10% the first year. Phase-in 
programs are typically used when funding formulas are changed as noted in 
Houston (Houston Independent School District, 2001) and Seattle (Seattle Public 
Schools, 2001).
For Model II, the additional amount required for the no loss provision 
calculation would be $253,911,324, or an increase of 23%. The additional per 
pupil allocation would be $1,082 if this no-loss plan were to be implemented.
For Model III, the amount for the no loss provision calculation would be 
$237,370,788, resulting in an increase of 22%. If this no-loss plan were to be 
implemented, the necessary additional per pupil allocation would be $1,011.
The average per pupil expenditures for the three methodologies are shown in 
Table 8 and Table 9 with Table 8 showing the district-wide average per pupil 
expenditures for each methodology and Its variations.
Table 8
Per Pup// Do//ars /or Eac/? Mef/iodo/ogy and //s Var/af/ons
Current WSU WSU PI WSU N/L ENI ENI N/L
9 mo. ES 4,024 4,092 4,096 5,314 4,265 5,286
YRS ES 3,707 4,094 3,912 5,335 4,088 5,279
MS 3,140 2,886 2,995 3,758 2,848 3,662
HS 3,342 2,847 3,127 3,735 2,659 3,687
Note. WSU = Weighted Student Unit; WSUPI = Weighted Student Unit Phase In; WSU N/L = 
Weighted Student Unit No Loss; ENI = Educational Needs Index; ENI N/L = Educational Needs 
Index No Loss
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Table 9 shows a breakout of the allocations for each methodology by average 
per pupil expenditures for selected schools in a low need cluster, a medium need 
cluster, and a high need cluster for the redistribution simulations. In needs 
cluster one, those schools showing the ieast need, the current per pupii 
allocation ranges from $3,023 at a type four, middle school, to $3,971 at a type 
one, 9-month elementary school. At this level, both year-round elementary 
schools, the type two schools, showed an increased allocation for both the linear 
formula, model II, and the formula with the non-linear component, model III, when 
compared to the current formula. Both type four schools, the middle schools, 
showed a decrease in the allocations for modei II and model III when compared 
to the current formula, model I. The 9-month elementary schools, the type one 
schools, were not consistent in their reaction to the aitemative models. One of 
these schools showed a loss in funding in both instances and the other showed a 
gain.
Of the selected needs cluster ten schools, the current per pupil allocations 
ranged from $2,798 at a high school to $7,214 for the 9-month, rural elementary 
school. The medium need schools, the type one, type four, and type five 
schools, 9-month elementary, middle, and high schools respectively, received 
less funding under the model II and model III simulations. Only the type two 
school, the year-round elementary school, received an increased allocation in 
each model when compared to the current methodology.
In needs cluster 21, the high needs schools, the current per pupil allocation 
ranged from $3,459 for a type four middle school to $4,800 for a type one 9-
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month elementary school. Both secondary schools, the type four middle schools, 
received reduced allocations in the simulations for model II and model III when 
compared to model I. Both of the year-round elementary schools, the type two 
schools, gain additional funding under both simulations when compared to the 
current formuia. When comparing the 9-month elementary schools, the type one 
schools, one shows a gain under both aitemative simulations while the other 
shows a loss.
When comparing schools across these three need groups, middle schools 
and high schools lost funding in the redistributive simulations for model II and 
model III when compared to current funding levels. Year-round schools received 
additional funding in both models when compared to the current allocations of 
model I. The 9-month schools changes were inconsistent with regard to the 
current allocation system.
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Table 9
Red/s/nbuf/ve E ^ c f o f APPE A//ocabon /br Se/ec/ed Scboo/s by A/eed C/us/er 
Group
Needs cluster Adjusted Type Site Model 1 Model II Model III
group cluster # current APPE linear APPE non-linear APPE
Low need 1.0022 1 541 $3,971 $3,899 $3,845
Cluster 1 1.0022 2 235 $3,697 $3,754 $3,767
1.0022 4 531 $3,023 $2,939 $2,830
1.5933 4 937 $3,143 $2,915 $2,584
1.6705 1 466 $3,658 $3,824 $3,782
1.6721 2 367 $3,798 $3,880 $3,838
Medium need 10.1088 5 555 $2,798 $2,764 $2,781
Cluster 10 10.4373 4 535 $3,318 $3,118 $2,906
10.8458 5 251 $2,964 $2,912 $2,858
10.8827 2 202 $3,286 $3,526 $4,018
10.8863 1 919 $7,214 $5,073 $5,174
High need 21.0173 2 258 $3,656 $3,882 $4,274
Cluster 21 21.0377 4 232 $3,547 $3,367 $3,283
21.0778 1 322 $4,527 $4,354 $4,350
21.3704 4 331 $3,459 $3,281 $3,147
21.7167 2 526 $4,124 $4,185 $4,527
21.8200 1 319 $4,800 $4,943 $4,877
Note. Type 1 = 9-month Elementary School; Type 2 = 
Type 4 = Middle School; Type 5 = High School; APPE
Year Round Elementary School; 
= Average Per Pupil Expenditure
Table 10 summarizes the units and unit values under the models simulated 
for an intra-district allocation methodology for CCSD. It also details the percent
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of schools gaining, losing, or experiencing no change in funding under each 
scenario.
Table 10
Compadsons o f Moda/s Un/fs, Un/f Vd/ues, and Ga/ns/Losses
Units Unit
Value
New $$ 
Per Pupil
% Gaining 
Schools
% Losing 
Schools
% No 
Change
Model 1 Current 234,782 $3,531
Model II WSU 352,679 $2.350 43.24% 44.59% 12.16%
Model II Phase In 352,679 $2,738
Model II No Loss 352,679 $3,060 $1,082 99.09% 0 .90%
Model III ENI 344,388 $2.407 51.35% 43.24% 5.41%
Model III No Loss 344,388 $3,096 $1,011 99.09% 0 .90%
% Budget to Sites 75.9%
Note. WSU = Weighted Student Unit; ENI = Educational Needs Index
Phase Five: Evaluation of Aitemative Intra-district Aiiocation Models 
Using an adaptation of a set of criteria from the extant literature for optimal 
school funding programs (Jordan and Lyons, 1992) and input from the Budget 
Equity Committee, each model was analyzed. The seven criteria used in 
analyzing the models for allocating funds included stability and predictability, 
adequacy, efficiency, accountability, equity, responsiveness, and non- 
manipulability.
For this district-based allocation system the seven criteria were defined as 
follows:
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S/ab//f(x and p/ad/c/aW/fy referred to the steadiness and constancy in school 
funding regardless of changing school conditions, thus allowing for a smooth 
transition in planning from one fiscal year to the next without a major fluctuation 
in funding. Implied is a commitment that initial funding for programs wili be 
ongoing until an evaluation shows evidence of the program's success or the 
recommendation to discontinue funding. The program responds to the changing 
needs of the school attributable to changes in the number and types of students.
Adequacy referred to funding at a level that covers the costs associated with 
implementing programs. When an adequate amount of funding is applied to a 
program or specific group of students, the programs are not "under funded" or 
"unfunded" but rather sufficiently funded.
EA7c/ency referred to maximizing resources so they are used in an optimal 
fashion. Daily operations of the school utilizes funds in a sensible manner that 
encourages frugality, uses earmarked funds as designated, and meets the needs 
of students in the least restrictive and least expensive, yet most appropriate 
environment.
Accounfab/Z/fy referred to the ability to show that funds are being utilized as 
outlined for the implementation of programs, to support the improvement of 
student achievement, and to meet school, district, and state expectations and 
standards.
Equf/y related to funding at a level that provides an education to meet the 
differentiated needs of students and allows for equal access to educational
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opportunity. This is accomplished through varying entitlements based on 
identified student demographic and academic criteria.
Responsiveness was the capacity of the program to provide sufficient funds 
to cope with changing conditions. Funding use must be flexible enough to allow 
for differing programs, increased enrollment, and changing needs of students.
AZon-man(pu/ab////y was determined to be evident when program information 
and student enrollment in programs could not be unfairly modified. This can be 
accomplished by providing clear definitions of funding elements and by requiring 
uniform information reporting that cannot be easily altered to the benefit of one 
site over another, i.e. a school cannot classify or label students in a manner that 
may result in a school having an unfair advantage.
Model I, the district's current allocation methodology. Model II, a linear 
formula, and Model III, a formula with a non-linear educational needs index 
component were evaluated according to the abovementioned criteria and are 
summarized in Table 11.
Model I, the current funding methodology, is based on per pupil allocations 
with special consideration being given for the allocation of off-ratio staffing units. 
The per pupil allocation is consistent from year to year, thus being stable and 
predictable. The determination of the off-ratio staffing units is not consistent from 
year to year, which does not allow for continuous programming and does not 
then meet the s/8b#y and p/ad/c/8b//rfy criteria. Adequacy is met if the basic 
funding is sufficient. E/i?c/ency is not met since innovation is not rewarded as a 
way to maximize resources and traditional day-to-day operations may be
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encouraged. This methodoiogy does simplify basic planning and does contain 
costs when the per pupil funding is used without giving consideration to the off- 
ratio units. If expenditure designations are not specified, accounfaM/fy is low. 
Traditional delivery is simple to track through expenditure designations, which 
would thus meet accountability. However, without funds being linked to specific 
programs, the accountability criterion is not met. Equrfy is not met when every 
student, regardless of differentiated need, is funded at the same level. 
Respons/veness in not assured since individual student needs are not 
considered, which then discourages the innovation and flexibility necessary to 
affect the differentiated needs of these students. With the methodology 
allocating the same funding per student, the criterion of non-manipulability is met. 
However, there is an incentive to ensure the school meets the criteria for 
receiving the off-ratio units.
An evaluation of Model il, a linear formula, found that the criteria for s/ab///(y 
and p/ad/cfab//rfy are met because funds are given according to a specified 
formula based on the number of students eligible for the identified service. It 
may, however, waiver from year to year due to transiency issues or and the lack 
of the identification of students within the special needs groups. Adequacy can 
be met if the funding level is sufficient enough to provide for needs of students in 
costly programs without taking funds from students who are not. E/Rc/ency is 
questionable since funding according to weights would encourage labeling 
students so they qualify for programs with higher levels of funding, potentially 
leading to allocating more funds than are necessary to meet student needs. As
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related to accoun/ab//^ funds are based on the number of identified students in 
each designated category but tracking funding to individual students and 
expenditures is not required. All schools receive the same amount of funding for 
each designated student's identified demographic and/or program eligibility, thus 
meeting the criterion of aqu/fy. Respons/veness is met through programming 
flexibility and innovation as long as the classification and program configurations 
are not too prescriptive. A/on-man(pu/8b////y is not met because this methodology 
may encourage over-classification of students in order to qualify for additional 
funding, if the student need classifications that receive weights are not clearly 
defined, there is room for manipulation.
Model III, the formula with the non-linear component, meets the sfabf/rty and 
p/ad/cfab/Z/^ criteria if it gives each school a single weight based on educational 
need variables whose definitions do not change. Adequacy is met if the 
allocation is sufficient. EA?c/ency is met in that funding is based on a single 
educational needs index designation rather than figuring multiple indices and 
possibly over funding students with multiple needs. There is minimal data 
burden on the school. Accoun/abZZZ/y is not met since funding is not tracked to 
identified students. However, accountability could be addressed through the 
goals of a school improvement plan that delineated how index dollars were to be 
used for special needs pupils. Equity is met because funding is based on the 
magnitude of student need at a particular school site. Respons/veness is met 
because funding increases as needs increase and latitude and flexibility in 
programming are encouraged to meet student needs. It meets the standard of
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non-man^u/ab///// since the educational needs index creates a single weight for 
a totai school's demographics rather than individual characteristics of students 
that can result in students being over-categorized, given funds for multiple 
weights, or otherwise controlled by school personnel.
Using the performance criteria rubric in Appendix D to evaluate the school 
funding methodologies, the current methodology. Model I, ranks lowest as an 
optimal funding methodology showing only the criteria of adequacy as positive. 
The linear methodoiogy. Model II, ranks second in this evaluation with two 
characteristics, adequacy and equity, showing positive when evaluated against 
the rubric. Modei ill, the methodology with the non-iinear component, ranked 
highest, showing four evaluation criteria as positive.
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Table 11
Eva/uado/? Gdd Air Mode/s /, //, and ///
Evaluation Criteria Current Formula Linear Formula Non-linear Component
Stability and
Predictability
Adequacy
Efficiency
Accountability
+ / -
Funds allocated on 
student enrollment 
except for off ratio 
units
+
Adequate if funding 
level is sufficient
+ /-
Encourages 
traditional operation 
Ease of fiscal 
planning 
Minimal data 
burden
- i - / -
Easy to track funds 
if expenditure 
designations are 
specified
+ /-
Funds allocated based 
on number of students 
identified for services
Adequate if funding 
level is sufficient
+ /-
Targeted use of funds 
Incentive for labeling 
students 
May encourage 
placement in higher 
reimbursement 
programs 
Detailed cost 
accounting not required 
+ /-
Funds based on the 
identified number of 
children
+ /-
Funds allocated based 
on overall Indicators of
student needs at a 
school site
+
Adequate if funding 
level is sufficient 
+ /-
Provides resources 
based on a single 
measure
Minimal data burden
Lacks ability to track 
monies
Monitored through 
school improvement 
plans
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Evaluation Criteria Current Formula Linear Formula Non-linear Component
Equity - + +
Funding based on Small school Monies targeted based
a flat per pupil adjustment on magnitude of the
allocation without Weights for need of a school
regard to needs differentiated needs
Responsiveness - +/- 4-
Discourages Disincentive for Highly flexible
flexibility in flexibility or innovation if Incentive for innovation
programming classification or
Disincentive for program configuration
innovation requirements are too 
prescriptive
Non-manipulability +/- +/" +
Based on student Incentive to over Funding is based in
enrollment classify part on socio-economic
Encourages factors outside control
manipulation for of school
off-ratio units
Total Score + 1 + 2 + 4
+/- 4 +/- 5 +/-2
- 2 - 0 - 1
Phase Six: Recommended Intra-district Allocation Formula 
In this final phase, the Budget Equity Committee met on May 2, 2003 to (a) 
review decisions from the October 3, 2002 meeting, (b) review the weights and
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educational needs index and validate the needs clusters, (c) select the preferred 
intra-district allocation methodology, and (d) provide additional input to refine the 
implementation plan. After a review of the decisions recommended in October, 
the committee members were divided into two groups. Elementary 
administrators were in one group; secondary administrators were in another 
group; and non-school building personnel were invited to join either of the 
groups.
Each group was given a list of elementary schools and middle schools/high 
schools by cluster that ranked schools from those with the least need in cluster 1 
to those with the greatest need in cluster 23 and a list of formula weights. During 
the discussion, members of the Budget Equity Committee checked the clusters, 
weights, and educational needs index for face validity; reviewed and commented 
on the formulas; and discussed their issues and concerns regarding the 
implementation plan for piloting a selected methodology.
The committee verified the clusters and rankings with the exception of 
schools enrolling students from the same attendance zone, commonly called 
sister schools, and magnet schools. Sister schools are schools that are built next 
to each other and enroll students from the same attendance area. The majority 
of sister schools are configured so that one school serves primary grades, the 
kindergarten, first and second grade students, while the second school serves 
intermediate students in grades three, four and five. Three sets of the district's 
sister schools are both kindergarten through fifth grade. The Budget Equity 
Committee recommended that sister school enrollments be merged for inclusion
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in the index. They noted that if the schools were divided into primary grades and 
intermediate grades, the intermediate grade building could be eligible for Title I, 
while the primary school might not qualify since kindergarten students are not 
full-time students and therefore would not be eligible for free and/or reduced 
lunch program participation, thus reducing the total enrollment used to calculate 
the percent of student poverty. For this reason, the primary schools were 
clustered with schools of less need while their intermediate "sister" schools were 
clustered with schools of higher need even though the schools served the same 
population of students relative to demographic and socio-economic 
characteristics.
The Budget Equity Committee also noted that magnet schools, especially 
elementary magnet schools, were clustered with schools of lesser need, and 
should be reconsidered because they were located in "at-risk" neighborhoods 
even though they had low transiency rates due to students throughout the district 
being enrolled in their programs. They recommended this be reviewed or 
monitored to ensure that the formula indeed addresses the needs of these 
students. Another option suggested for magnet schools was that they remain 
centralized in order to continue to receive additional personnel for their specified 
curriculum. (Auf/ror^ note." // /s be/reved fbaf /be magnet program we/gbt 
prov/ded ;n tbe A)rmu/a w/// address tb/s rssue.j
Secondary level committee members discussed two specific concerns, with 
the first being that transiency was possibly not a true indicator of need; the 
second, that the Free and Reduced Price Lunch Program enrollment as an
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indicator of poverty would not be valid due to lack of participation by high 
schools. They recommended that the simulations be run again without 
transiency being a variable of need. Their perception was that transiency 
records were not accurate due to their belief that new school attendance 
boundaries forced students to attend new school and thus were counted in the 
transiency rate. They were also concemed that Free and Reduced Price Lunch 
Program statistics were not a fair indicator of poverty at the high school level. 
Although every elementary school and every middle school have exact counts of 
the students participating in this federal program, only two Free and Reduced 
Lunch Program schools are found in high schools. The recommendation made 
was that poverty be tied to the state welfare roles if it could be done without 
breaching confidentiality. (Aufbor^s no/e. The concern over /ransrency cou/d be 
addressed /brougb bow r/ was deAned for purposes of/be fbrmu/a. Zn fbZs s/udy, 
poverty for bZgb scbooZs was no/ based on /be Free and Reduced Rrfce Luncb 
Program enroZZmen/ of s/uden/s Zn b/gb scbooZ bu/ was de/ermZned by /be pover^ 
ra/e rn aggrega/ed feeder mZddZe scbooZs.j
The non-linear formula simulation, excluding transiency, was not run since 
students who enrolled in a different school due to being rezoned were not 
considered transcient by the original formula. The transiency rate is calculated 
by adding the number of transactions associated with enrollments to the number 
of transactions associated with withdrawals and dividing by the student 
enrollment on count day added to the total enrollment transactions and the total 
withdrawal transactions.
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Members of the Budget Equity Committee also commented that they would 
be willing to evaluate the impact of eliminating the upper end variables in the 
formula, i.e. GATE, AP, and IB programs if there were new dollars for 
implementation rather than an intemal reallocation of existing resources. Their 
rationale was that if they had sufficient funding to address the needs of their 
students at-risk, they would no longer have to divert funds from other programs 
and thus could provide the GATE, AP, and IB courses without additional 
resources.
The non-linear formula was recommended as the optimal intra-district 
allocation methodology by the Budget Equity Committee. However, the 
committee reserved the prerogative to modify its recommendation after 
information from the pilot year was evaluated.
In the initial pilot, the Budget Equity Committee recommended that one group 
of schools that were aligned together, such as elementary schools that send 
students to middle schools that in tum send students to a high school, be 
selected to participate in the pilot. If there was no interest from administrators in 
aligned schools, possibly a region could be identified to pilot the project. A third 
suggestion was that a few elementary schools, two middle schools, and two high 
school administrators volunteer to participate in the pilot.
The committee's recommendation was that staff development begin with 
training on the regulations and procedures for fiscal planning, that both school 
based and central office personnel be trained to align budgets with the school 
and district strategic plans, and that they be trained regarding their new roles and
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working relationships. There was an emphasis that timely and current budget 
data and reports must be available with ongoing pilot evaluation, staff 
development, technical assistance and monitoring in place.
Summary
In comparing Model II, a linear model, and Model III, an allocation fbmiula 
with a non-linear calculated educational needs index, with CCSD's current 
methodology, six variables were selected as demographic characteristics and 
academic programs to determine differentiated funding based on student need. 
These variables included transiency. Free and Reduced Price Lunch participants, 
ELL eligibility, special education eligibility, and accelerated course offerings, 
which entailed GATE eligibility, and AP and IB course enrollment.
An analysis of the models based on the criteria for school funding programs 
showed the methodology with the non-linear component, Model III, as the model 
ranking highest as an optimal funding methodology. Model II ranked second 
when evaluated by these criterion. The current methodology, Model I, ranked 
lowest as an optimal funding methodology.
The Budget Equity Committee recommended that its first choice alternative 
intra-district allocation. Model III, be implemented as a pilot program for the 
upcoming school year. The cost of doing so in a "no loss" scenario would require 
an additional 22%, or $237,370,788, in funding. This would require an increase 
in the per pupil allocation of $1,011.
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Once a select group of volunteer principals was determined, the Budget 
Equity Committee recommended that a staff development program be instituted 
that has both a human interaction component to deal with the changing working 
relationship between central office and school personnel and a training 
component to deal with understanding budget regulations, procedures, and 
development. Throughout the pilot program, current budget information, ongoing 
staff development, technical assistance, and budget monitoring were considered 
to be vital if the pilot is to be successful.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to develop alternative intra-district allocation 
methodologies for the Clark County School District. The phases of the study 
projected the redistributive effect of implementing these models with no new 
funds, as well as with a hold harmless provision whereby no school loses its 
current level of funding, analyzed the impact of each alternative model based on 
a set of established criteria for optimal allocation methodologies taken from the 
research literature, and recommended an optimal intra-district allocation formula.
Summary of the Findings
The findings of the study are described according to each of the eight 
research questions.
Research Quesf/on f .' Based or? f/?e exfar?f /Aerafure ar?d current state A/r?d/r?g 
practfces, what educat/or?a/ r?eed varfah/es shou/ct he /ncW ed /r? ar? ihtra-ct/strrct 
a//ocat/or? /brmu/a?
In addressing the first research question, research literature identified several 
variables influencing educational need. The factors of transiency, poverty. Title I
117
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eligibility, limited-English proficiency, special education, and accelerated program 
status were reviewed and selected for this study.
Research Oueshor? 2. I/Wiat are the crrt/ca/ varfah/es tor mc/us/on tn ar? rntra- 
d?str?ct attocat/or? mode/ as ?der?t;t?ed by the Budget Egurty Comm/ttee composed 
of cer?trs/ otRce adm//?/strators, pr?r?c^a/s, ar?d p/ctess?or?a/ teacher ar?d 
adm/r?/strator assoc/at/or? represerrtat/ves?
In addressing this research question, information was gathered from the 
Budget Equity Committee, an advisory panel. The points unanimously agreed 
upon for inclusion in a site-based allocation formula included a base funding 
allocation to each school, recognition of the differential costs of educating 
students with special needs, additional funds to schools with a high proportion of 
transient students, the use of district average salary rather than the actual salary 
in determining the personnel cost for each school, and permission for school 
sites to decide on the staffing profile for licensed and support staff in each 
school, the bilingual education programs, various programs for at-risk youth, field 
trips, staff development, and spending decisions regarding supplies, materials, 
and textbooks. They also recommended that school-sites have the option to 
"out-source" staff development, routine supplies currently available as warehouse 
items, and minor maintenance, and to carry forward surpluses and the 
repayment of overspending into the upcoming year. One group stipulated that 
deficits should not carry-fon/vard in a year when a school has a new principal 
assigned.
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A majority of the discussion groups specified that decisions relative to 
stipends for extra-curricular activities and custodial services and supplies should 
be decentralized to the school site.
As part of the process of implementing a site-based budgeting and financial 
management system, there was unanimous agreement that there must be 
extensive staff development programs relative to fiscal planning, a system of 
fiscal regulations and procedures, procedures for careful review of budgets to 
ensure alignment with school and district strategic plans, procedures for unified 
and systematic monitoring of school budgets, provisions to ensure current and 
prompt budget status reports to schools, and procedures for intervening when 
budget problems are identified.
The groups preferred a first-year pilot implementation program involving a 
volunteer group of elementary, middle, and high schools with an evaluation and 
feedback component to the Budget Equity Committee, as well as initial and 
ongoing staff development and technical assistance from central office.
Research Ouesf/on 3." Exc/us/ve of A/nds A?r the fransporfat/on department 
and utr/rtres, what p/oport/on of the CCSO current operafrons budget rs a//ocated 
to the schoo/s?
Given the current dollar amount allocated to each school, $828,855,181 or 
75.9% of CCSD's budget is allocated to the district's school sites. Due to the 
recommendation of the Budget Equity Committee, both transportation and 
utilities were excluded from the site level allocations because school attendance 
boundaries are determined centrally and therefore are out of the building
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administrator's control. Because of pricing fluctuations and school building age 
and energy efficiency, utility costs vary from school to school and in some 
aspects cannot be controlled by the principal. The exclusion of these categories 
of funds also was supported in the extant literature.
Research Ouesf/on 4/ M/haf /s the current d/sfrfhuf/on of resources across 
schoo/s /n the CCSD system under the current a//ocat/on system? fA//ocat/on 
/Vfode/ /)
Current distribution of resources is determined by staffing allocations based 
on specific ratios for various grade levels with a per pupil funding amount being 
allocated for materials and instructional supplies. Currently, the ratio for 
kindergarten is 56:1,1^ and 2"'' grade ratios are 16:1, the 3"̂  grade ratio is 19:1, 
4'*' and 5^ grade ratios are 30:1, and 6**' through 12^ grade ratios are 32:1. Due 
to legislated class-size reduction mandates, a smaller staffing ratio is used for 
grades one, two, and three in the elementary schools than for intermediate 
elementary grades and secondary schools. There is a differentiated per pupil 
allocation for funding of textbooks and materials and supplies at the elementary 
and secondary levels. The elementary per pupil allocation is $88.36 for 
textbooks, materials, and supplies. The middle school per pupil allocation is 
$103.64 for textbooks, materials, and supplies. The per pupil allocation for 
textbooks, materials, and supplies is $120.58 at the high school.
Research Ouesf/on 5/ Us/ng a sef of we/gh/s based on an ana/ys/s of CCSD 
cunenf pracf/ce expend^ures, we/ghfs used /n the Sead/e and fYousfon a//ocaf/on
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systems, and vaWdadon by the Budget Egu/ty Comm/ttee, wbat amount oftunds 
wou/d be a/tocated to each scboo/ us/ng a //near tbrmu/a? (A/focat/on Mode/ //) 
Using a linear formula, the per pupil allocation for elementary schools ranged 
from $3,390 to $6,334. The per pupil allocation at the middle school was 
between $2,680 and $5,735 and at the high school level it ranged from $2,722 to 
$6,219. This allocation formula builds in weights for various grade levels, 
demographic characteristics, educational characteristics, and small school 
adjustments. For a complete list of schools and the expenditures for each, see 
Appendix B.
Research Quest/on 6; Us/ng an a//ocat/on mode/ based on a proxy for schoo/ 
need, what amount of /unds wou/d be a//ocated to each schoo/ us/ng a non//near 
tb/mu/a? (^//ocat/on /Ifode/ ///)
Using a non-linear formula, which serves as a proxy of need for the school as 
a whole, the per pupil allocation in the elementary schools ranged from $3,400 to 
$7,935. In the middle schools, the per pupil allocation ranged from $2,577 to 
$5,834 while high school per pupil allocations ranged from $2,741 to $6,434. A 
complete database containing the funds allocated to each school can be found in 
Appendix B.
Research Ouest/on 7. Us/ng the mode/s /dent^ed /n guest/ons 5 and 6, what 
wou/d be the red/stnbut/ve e% ct when Mode/s // and /// are compared w/th the 
current CCSO a//ocat/on system f/l/ode/ /j? I4??at add/t/ona/ A/nds wou/d be 
regu/red to create a no-/oss scenano?
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
122
In comparing each simulation's per pupil allocations from schools within a low 
needs cluster group, a medium needs cluster group, and a high needs cluster 
group, the middle and high schools in each needs cluster group showed a 
reduction in per pupil allocation for the linear formula. Model II, and the formula 
with the non-linear component, Model III. A comparison of the year-round 
elementary schools in each of the abovementioned needs cluster groups showed 
a gain in the per pupil allocation when implementing both alternative formulas.
For the 9-month elementary schools in the selected needs cluster groups the 
gains and losses were in consistent. This redistributive affect of the two models 
is attributable to the recognition of the differentiated needs of students that are 
not recognized in the current funding fonnula.
Among the reasons for the greater redistributive effect under both Models II 
and III for elementary schools are that (a) the enrollments in those schools are 
smaller than the enrollment in either the middle schools or the high schools, and 
their pupil populations are more homogeneous and thus more likely to have wide 
variations among schools in proportion of the school's enrollment with high needs 
such as free and reduced price lunches, limited English proficient, or transiency; 
and (b) significant numbers of high needs students exist in middle schools and 
high schools, but they represent a smaller percent of the total enrollment and 
thus have a reduced effect on the alternative funding models.
Implementing Model II, a linear formula resulted in 103 schools losing funds,
5 schools retaining their same funding, and 114 schools gaining funds. When 
the formula with the non-linear component, Model III, was applied, 100 schools
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lost funding, 7 schools remained the same, and 115 schools gained additional 
funds. The additional funds needed for a no loss provision in Model II were 
$253,911,324 or an additional $1,082 per pupil and for Model III were 
$237,370,788 or an additional $1,011 per pupil.
Research Quesf/or? 8. Us/r?g a sef of crfferfa Acm the exfarvf /rferafure A)r 
opf/ma/ schoo/ /urvd/rvg programs ar?c/ /r?puf Aom the Budge/ Egu//ÿ Comm//fee, 
wh/ch mode/ /or /he //?Aa-d/s/r7C/ a//oca//on /ur?d/r?g Aarmu/a ranks h/ghes/ as ar? 
op/Zma/ a//oca//or? me/hodo/ogy?
Based on the evaluation criteria and committee input, the allocation model 
with the non-linear component ranked highest as the optimal allocation 
methodology. It met four of the seven selected evaluation criteria and ranked 
negatively in one area, accountability. This could be remedied by detailing 
expectations in the accountability measures included as part of the pilot 
suggested through district committee recommendations.
Conclusions
An intra-district allocation methodology, which funds school sites according to 
the differentiated needs of students, follows the trend in the extant literature that 
states that decisions that impact student learning should be made closest to the 
student, i.e. at the school site. When presented with Model I, CCSD's current 
practice. Model II, an allocation system based on weighted student units, and 
Model III, an allocation system based on an educational needs index, members 
the Budget Equity Committee, an expert panel, agreed that most decisions that
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affect student achievement must be made at the school level. Schools prefer to 
make decisions in areas for which they are specifically held accountable.
The Budget Equity Committee members gave face validity to the clustering of 
schools by need and the variables that were suggested for inclusion in weighting 
a funding formula according to student demographics and program placements. 
Although the committee members had concerns regarding the challenges of 
implementing an intra-district allocation methodology, they gave unanimous 
support for the concept of allocating resources by recognizing the differentiated 
needs of students and schools. Thus, both the student weights and the 
educational needs index, which comply with the vertical equity principle, were 
seen as viable options.
The majority of the members of the Budget Equity Committee felt that utilizing 
an educational needs index in an intra-district allocation methodology might be 
preferable since it seemed the most fair to all schools. One of the committee 
members preferred using a weighted student formula since that member 
calculated the school's funding based on the presented information and 
concluded that getting paid for each student's characteristics would immensely 
add to coffers. Both the remaining committee members and the individual 
principal recognized that utilizing an educational needs index does not depend 
on labeling students or providing specific programs and, therefore, empowers the 
school to utilize resources for innovative programs that can best meet the unique 
needs of individual students. And most importantly, that since the index is a 
proxy of need based on the relative relationship of one school to another based
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on the need, a school is not necessarily advantaged by increasing the number of 
individual students identified. The index thus acts as a cost containment 
mechanism in the formula.
In a district that changes as fast as CCSD, if the index based formula is 
adopted, it may be important to use a three year rolling average for the index to 
smooth funding swings that could take place due to drastic zoning changes that 
develop from detemnining the attendance boundaries for new schools. Actual 
multi-year averages versus changes for each individual year would need to be 
computed to determine the differences prior to selecting one calculation over the 
other.
Recommendations for Implementation and Further Study
The following recommendations for implementation of a needs-based intra­
district allocation formula for CCSD and for further research are based on the 
findings of this study and the review of the related literature:
1. It is recommended that a pilot program for a designated number of 
elementary, middle, and high schools be implemented based on the educational 
needs index formula advocated by the Budget Equity Committee.
2. To ensure success in implementing an intra-district allocation pilot, the 
creation and implementation of staff development and on-going technical support 
is highly recommended. Feedback from pilot participants can be utilized to 
modify and refine the staff development for full implementation. Based on the 
suggestions from the Budget Equity Committee, a staff development program
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should include fiscal management, regulations, and procedures, budget 
preparation, dealing with the changing role of central office personnel as they 
work with the schools, group process skills regarding working with school staffs 
and site councils, conflict resolution skills, site committee/council roles, and 
components of the change process. Technical support must also provide 
current, timely budgetary information to the school site, including budget review 
and monitoring procedures, as well as interventions for identified problems.
3. While this study looked at only the school site allocation piece of a 
decentralized fonnula, CCSD will need to determine how this concept fits into a 
broader allocation system, which includes central office and regional office 
administration as well as specialized schools.
4. As district programs become more specifically defined, further detailed cost 
studies need to be conducted to determine the actual cost of the delivery of 
services necessary to provide selected programs. It is recommended that a cost 
study be conducted every five years to detemriine if the program weights or index 
need adjustment.
5. Given the lack of research that shows a conelation between the level of 
educational funding and student achievement, future research needs to be 
conducted to determine whether funding according to the perceived differentiated 
needs of students to the school site actually affects academic achievement 
and/or school improvement efforts. Therefore, it is recommended that the district 
develop a long-term evaluation plan to determine the effects of a site-based 
funding allocation system.
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Budget Equity Committee
Dr. Agustin Orci, Deputy Superintendent 
Dr. Walt Rulffes, Deputy Superintendent 
Dr. Brad Reitz, Assistant Superintendent 
Richard Ennes, Business Manager 
Steve Augsburger, Executive Director
John Jasonek, Executive Director
Mary Ann Ward, Principal 
Roger Gonzales, Principal 
Patricia Johnson, Principal
Marsha Irvin, Superintendent 
Carol Lark, Principal 
Russ Ramirez, Principal 
Bob Chesto, Principal
Len Paul, Superintendent 
Jimmie Chapman, Principal 
Susan Tsukamoto, Principal 
Paul Osboid, Principal
Michael O'Dowd, Principal 
Kim Grytdahl, Principal 
Monte Bay, Principal
Linda Kemp, Principal 
Dawn Shupe, Principal 
Sue DeFrancesco, Principal
Instruction 
Operations
Student Support Services 
Business and Finance 
Clark County Association of 
School Administrators 
Clark County Education Association 
East Region
Beckley Elementary School 
Martin Middle School 
Las Vegas High School 
Northeast Region
Squires Elementary School 
Monaco Middle School 
Rancho High School 
Northwest Region
Hoggard Elementary School 
Rogich Middle School 
Palo Verde High School 
Southeast Region
Lamping Elementary School 
Cannon Middle School 
Coronado High School 
Southwest Region
Piggott Elementary School 
Sawyer Middle School 
Bonanza High School
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September 11,2002
Dear
As a preliminary step in the planning process for decentralizing ûscal decisions and 
empowering CCSD school sites, I  have selected yon to serve as a member of a committee 
of CCSD administrators to identify decision points and make recommendations about 
steps that would be necessary if  CCSD were to implement site-based budgeting in the 
future.
I  wish to emphasize that I  do not think that site-based budgeting should be implemented 
in CCSD without additional funds per pupil 6om state and/or local revenue sources;
however, I feel that the recommendations from this committee will be a valuable resource 
in designing a site-based budgeting plan and an implementation process if  signiGcant 
additional funds should become available.
The committee w ill meet for a work session on October 3,2002,6om 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 
p.m. in Room 220 at the UNLV Gaming Institute at the intersection of Swenson and 
Flamingo; lunch w ill be served.
Prior to the meeting a brieSng packet w ill be sent to you.
Please R.S.V.P. regrets only to my ofBce no later than September 25^.
Sincerely,
Carlos Garcia, Superintendent 
Clark County School District
D;budeqcom.let/9/02/dc
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MEMORAlSDUyi
September 24, 2002
To; Members of the CCSD Budget Equity Committee
Subject; Meeting of the CCSD Budget Equity Committee
This packet contains information, about the October 3 meeting of the 
CCSD Budget Equity Committee. The purposes of the meeting are to;
Develop an understanding of the complexities o f implementing a 
sits based allocation system
Identify' the range of decisions involved in implementing a site based 
allocation system if such a decision should be made 
Provide input regarding areas to be considered for decentralization 
' The meeting will be held at the UNLV International Gaming Institute (Stan 
Fulton Bldg.) Room 220 on the southeast corner of the intersection of Flamingo 
and Swensen. Parking is available at the rear of the building. A  map and parking 
pass are enclosed.
This working meeting will convene at 11:00 am and adjourn bv 4:00 am  
Superintendent Garcia wül give the committee its charge during the opening 
session. Lunch will be served at the Institute. An agenda and briefing .materials 
are enclosed for your review prior to the meeting.
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CCSD B-UDGET EQUITY COIVIiVIITTEE 
AGENDA
October 3, 2002 — UNLV International Gaming Institute
11:00 am Opening Session
Introductions
Charge to the Committee: Superintendent Carlos Garcia
11:15 am Overview of School Based Funding Issues
Teresa S. Jordan, Chair, Dept, of Educational Leadership, UNLV 
K. Forbis Jordan, Emeritus Professor, Arizona State University
12:30 pm Lunch
1:15 pm Group W ork Sessions
Resource Persons; Teresa S, Jordan, K. Forbis Jordan, Pam 
Salazar, and Eva White
3:00 pm Small Group W ork Session Reports
Work Group Recorders/Discussion Leaders
3:45 pm Summary Comments
Teresa S. Jordan
4:00 pm Adjournment
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April 22,2003
Dear
You w ill recall being selected to serve as a member of a committee of CCSD 
administrators to identify decision points and make recommendations about steps that 
would be necessary if  CCSD were to implement site-based budgeting in the future.
As a preliminary step in the planning process for decentralizing hscal decisions and 
empowering CCSD school sites, you attended a meeting on October 3,2002.
With the study now complete and potential funding alternatives designed, the committee 
w ill meet for an input session on May 2,2002, &om 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. in Room 
130C at the UNLV Gaming Institute at the intersection of Swenson and Flamingo. The 
purpose of the meeting is to get your input on the recommended formula for dispersal of 
funds to schools and on the appropriate processes and procedures for the implementation 
of site-based budgeting.
I  wish to emphasize that I  do not tbink that site-based budgeting should be implemented 
in CCSD without additional funds per pupil hom state and/or local revenue sources; 
however, I  feel that the recommendations 6om this committee w ill be a valuable resource 
in designing a site-based budgeting plan and an implementation process if  signihcant 
additional funds should become available.
Please R.S.V.P. regrets only to my ofQce no later than April 28*̂ .
Sincerely,
Carlos Garcia, Superintendent 
Clark County School District
D:budeqcom.let/4/03/dc
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Linear Formula Weights
Weights/Add­
on Weights
Grade Level, Program, or Student Demographic 
Characteristics
.88 Kindergarten Enrollment
2.00 1"\ 2"^, and 3"̂  Grade Enrollments
1.07 4^ and 5^ Grade Enrollments
1.00 6ih yth gth gm .|Qih ^2"" Grade Enrollments
.06 Magnet enrollment
.10 Advanced Placement enrollment. International 
Baccalaureate enrollment. Gifted and Talented Education 
enrollment. Free and Reduced Lunch Program enrollment
.20 T ransiency
.27 English-language Learner Program enrollment
.36 Speech/language therapy students
.37 Career and technical program enrollment
.68 Learning disabled, Mentally challenged, Hearing impaired. 
Other health impaired
.99 Visual impairments
1.09 Emotionally disturbed. Traumatic brain injuries
1.51 Developmentally delayed. Autism, Medical impairments
5.63 Blind/deaf
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Elementary School Enrollment By Grade Level
Type Site# PRE KGN
0.88
1st
2.00
2nd
2.00
3rd
2.00
4th
1.07
5th
1.07
6th
1.00
Total
1 204 79 103 101 110 109 107 609
1 209 15 98 126 125 115 172 115 766
1 212 13 80 84 103 111 97 98 586
1 219 103 131 101 102 92 90 619
1 227 4 3 3 3 4 2 19
1 229 13 78 93 95 126 109 126 640
1 230 15 101 116 147 124 165 136 804
1 250 5 106 124 131 117 136 133 752
1 252 4 68 73 63 72 74 68 67 489
1 255 12 157 174 144 145 121 120 873
1 272 4 107 97 126 127 143 130 734
1 280 14 65 80 95 83 76 92 505
1 313 16 98 99 92 110 121 121 657
1 314 237 258 214 709
1 315 8 54 37 44 43 51 52 289
1 318 23 175 145 152 116 118 96 825
1 319 60 67 89 65 68 66 415
1 322 20 102 84 103 85 90 87 571
1 324 8 45 97 96 80 85 81 492
1 329 16 129 116 107 137 110 121 736
1 360 2 120 133 128 122 127 127 759
1 361 12 108 97 118 102 116 148 701
1 362 3 81 120 103 130 106 130 673
1 373 9 236 255 287 787
1 410 10 86 95 108 89 92 88 568
1 411 69 65 66 77 77 104 458
1 412 70 78 92 107 87 90 524
1 413 76 67 72 68 52 41 376
1 414 137 129 134 129 122 99 750
1 415 56 62 84 80 90 98 470
1 417 93 115 119 114 121 132 694
1 418 5 118 119 110 129 126 106 713
1 419 16 76 90 100 115 99 102 598
1 420 6 109 112 113 126 139 128 733
1 421 8 92 95 85 94 109 100 583
1 422 1 89 122 123 125 129 137 726
1 423 10 97 115 105 101 114 107 649
1 424 16 95 97 111 124 114 122 679
1 425 1 76 91 96 96 118 114 592
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Elementary School Enrollment By Grade Level
ype Site# PRE KGN
0.88
1st
2.00
2nd
2.00
3rd
2.00
4th
1.07
5th
1.07
6th
1.00
Total
1 427 35 86 84 76 85 75 441
1 429 4 55 126 106 120 124 119 654
1 430 5 223 251 257 736
1 461 5 111 107 116 151 146 154 790
1 463 267 272 269 808
1 465 13 108 129 141 152 127 148 818
1 466 9 128 144 134 132 131 137 815
1 510 12 135 145 127 142 151 138 850
1 512 5 108 129 123 127 121 132 745
1 513 2 66 77 67 70 66 57 405
1 518 4 123 122 115 100 131 125 720
1 521 7 68 62 52 36 51 35 311
1 522 15 82 105 107 101 113 123 646
1 525 6 85 102 99 86 102 115 595
1 527 3 116 115 114 128 148 152 776
1 528 11 108 118 108 109 126 131 711
1 541 13 103 113 105 112 97 106 649
1 542 7 173 174 172 167 166 142 1001
1 543 13 108 138 133 140 134 133 799
1 900 5 59 69 64 67 67 65 396
1 901 1 151 184 187 523
1 904 1 95 136 135 160 162 164 853
1 910 2 88 95 94 88 80 103 550
1 911 11 119 123 140 125 112 136 766
1 912 4 4 5 3 3 8 7 34
1 913 10 127 133 170 440
1 914 3 1 1 3 1 9
1 915 6 19 17 19 12 22 28 28 151
1 916 22 43 22 25 27 30 26 195
1 918 7 85 103 86 86 86 84 537
1 919 1 7 4 8 6 2 28
1 920 4 90 95 94 115 113 113 624
1 923 6 99 87 96 92 83 79 82 624
1 924 15 130 121 . 138 118 140 127 789
1 926 3 37 29 27 21 26 29 33 205
1 927 94 98 99 111 118 116 636
1 929 9 84 89 106 95 89 78 550
2 201 175 157 152 168 172 139 963
2 202 4 189 230 219 164 198 188 1192
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Elementary School Enrollment By Grade Level
Type Site# PRE KGN
0.88
1st
2.00
2nd
2.00
3rd
2.00
4th
1.07
5th 6th 
1.07 1.00
Total
2 203 3 87 117 114 103 118 102 644
2 205 6 117 128 102 104 118 115 690
2 207 15 114 134 126 128 127 111 755
2 208 3 109 145 135 123 116 136 767
2 213 1 156 204 196 182 193 173 1105
2 215 4 140 145 136 151 136 122 834
2 217 9 146 142 164 155 158 174 948
2 221 1 154 175 186 190 206 200 1112
2 222 9 144 158 158 127 152 151 899
2 223 8 148 132 122 139 108 136 793
2 224 18 164 172 140 159 163 133 949
2 225 1 131 168 155 168 151 161 935
2 228 14 92 104 109 108 104 113 644
2 233 24 174 197 191 167 192 214 1159
2 234 12 148 147 143 157 149 169 925
2 235 12 93 105 105 104 121 116 656
2 236 27 169 172 167 164 156 180 1035
2 237 16 99 129 126 141 139 152 802
2 238 20 130 160 143 143 165 112 873
2 239 3 92 122 122 101 107 112 659
2 240 8 160 166 153 150 165 149 951
2 241 3 122 174 153 154 147 151 904
2 247 9 178 171 159 173 166 149 1005
2 248 4 130 131 146 137 142 152 842
2 249 6 108 126 133 145 117 139 774
2 253 7 137 144 119 138 133 124 802
2 254 8 154 156 175 169 144 154 960
2 256 15 164 205 160 173 175 148 1040
2 257 28 129 139 130 131 152 147 856
2 258 2 114 128 116 117 130 120 727
2 259 5 139 159 147 143 133 137 863
2 270 173 179 181 171 194 186 1084
2 271 251 258 249 758
2 279 10 147 171 130 146 137 129 870
2 281 64 89 75 82 68 76 454
2 282 3 100 110 112 102 103 105 635
2 283 14 107 87 88 97 88 87 568
2 309 3 114 93 117 116 111 102 656
2 310 18 271 241 258 788
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Elementary School Enrollment By Grade Level
ype Site# PRE KGN
0.88
1st
2.00
2nd
2.00
3rd
2.00
4th
1.07
5th 6th 
1.07 1.00
Total
2 311 1 164 182 159 121 146 104 877
2 312 14 253 225 224 234 190 206 1346
2 317 9 138 177 147 144 139 128 882
2 320 3 159 138 154 143 165 146 908
2 321 2 157 180 180 171 171 174 1035
2 327 2 149 170 148 152 183 189 993
2 328 6 132 146 155 128 164 151 882
2 363 5 104 160 122 130 137 159 817
2 364 250 266 237 753
2 365 10 105 124 112 114 103 96 664
2 366 4 108 165 165 148 157 156 903
2 367 12 124 149 156 157 152 155 905
2 368 3 111 124 124 115 117 133 727
2 369 9 121 148 154 146 163 156 897
2 370 8 153 182 165 163 172 165 1008
2 371 23 108 113 118 119 114 139 734
2 372 11 159 130 148 127 139 149 863
2 416 2 144 153 157 156 152 157 921
2 426 12 113 123 128 136 123 111 746
2 428 1 88 118 122 116 133 111 689
2 459 4 131 170 146 161 161 136 909
2 460 17 164 155 156 136 177 179 984
2 462 157 159 163 158 139 138 914
2 464 1 114 129 125 125 148 149 791
2 514 116 124 124 143 132 128 767
2 515 10 163 162 155 148 142 147 927
2 516 26 165 199 178 201 165 180 1114
2 517 1 184 214 212 163 197 174 1145
2 519 5 111 102 114 106 98 115 651
2 520 9 149 158 159 168 170 162 975
2 523 14 199 163 154 160 159 153 1002
2 524 155 149 156 183 173 164 980
2 526 14 287 285 273 859
2 529 1 142 169 138 139 152 149 890
2 539 2 120 158 145 169 147 166 907
2 560 17 101 130 109 108 118 120 703
2 561 173 216 190 175 194 170 1118
2 902 2 113 128 144 162 132 158 839
2 903 27 195 231 212 665
2 921 232 200 223 655
2 922 11 101 136 133 128 132 121 762
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Elementary School Enrollment By Grade Level
Type Site# PRE KGN 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th Total
0.88 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.07 1.07 1.00
2 925 9 153 134 132 154 157 183 922
2 947 16 144 158 172 140 157 144 931
/Vofe. Type 1 = 9 month elementary school; Type 2 = year round elementary school;
PRE = pre-kindergarten; KGN = kindergarten
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Middle School Enrollment By Grade Level
'ype Site# 6th
1.00
7th
1.00
8th
1.00
Total
4 231 505 486 410 1401
4 232 498 446 359 1303
4 243 750 678 688 2116
4 244 665 603 550 1818
4 269 426 351 300 1077
4 273 372 355 348 1075
4 274 325 297 339 961
4 275 525 466 431 1422
4 276 562 505 388 1455
4 277 530 507 497 1534
4 331 374 336 357 1067
4 332 506 413 428 1347
4 333 501 445 435 1381
4 334 575 530 442 1547
4 335 586 646 568 1800
4 336 561 514 486 1561
4 374 521 483 500 1504
4 431 470 403 394 1267
4 432 495 474 389 1358
4 433 487 524 485 1496
4 434 462 442 391 1295
4 435 601 588 542 1731
4 530 468 407 386 1261
4 531 581 507 438 1526
4 532 475 508 409 1392
4 533 458 396 390 1244
4 534 416 366 323 1105
4 535 395 360 311 1066
4 536 492 469 466 1427
4 537 376 309 289 974
4 538 608 577 601 1786
4 540 625 578 561 1764
4 544 776 757 702 2235
4 545 57.1 470 399 1440
4 931 532 438 501 1471
4 ■ 933 212 212 219 643
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Middle School Enrollment By Grade Level
Type Site# 6th
1.00
7th
1.00
8th
1.00
Total
4 934 467 447 407 1321
4 937 494 559 527 1580
4 938 577 545 562 1684
4 939 144 137 156 437
Note. Type 4 = Middle School
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High School Enrollment By Grade Level
Type Site# 6th
1.00
7th
1.00
8th
1.00
9th
1.00
10th
1.00
11th
1.00
12th
1.00
13th Total
5 245 912 652 289 489 2342
5 246 1058 848 679 677 3262
5 251 1158 744 459 662 3023
5 351 1123 763 364 495 2745
5 352 844 635 420 463 1 2363
5 353 382 366 341 296 1385
5 436 209 201 165 178 753
5 451 952 661 370 328 2311
5 452 900 714 459 571 2644
5 453 864 709 505 539 2617
5 454 992 742 400 453 2587
5 551 901 643 454 473 1 2472
5 552 1117 728 400 520 4 2769
5 554 928 777 464 561 2730
5 555 683 861 521 779 2844
5 562 1222 667 388 362 1 2640
5 563 1163 1027 693 553 3436
5 564 705 276 193 1174
5 572 602 532 362 376 1872
5 573 765 543 416 1724
5 870 548 459 383 366 1756
5 932 28 26 40 29 35 24 28 210
5 940 972 800 594 920 3286
5 941 216 197 157 130 700
5 942 150 142 133 153 578
5 944 128 154 218 160 125 143 928
5 945 919 838 608 757 3122
5 946 55 75 61 74 70 35 44 414
5 951 700 538 321 366 1925
Note. Type 5 = High School
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Elementary School Indicators of Need
% FRPL Transient Transient #
Type Site# Vocational AP IB Magnet Tot FRPL of Enr # % ELL
0.37 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.27
204 54 8.9% 110 18% 25
209 31 4.0% 169 22% 45
212 322 54.9% 217 37% 113
219 474 76.6% 291 47% 470
227 0 0.0% 8 40%
229 177 27.6% 167 26% 81
230 75 9.3% 185 23% 36
250 250 33.2% 271 36% 61
252 303 62.0% 137 28% 177
255 544 62.3% 437 50% 367
272 212 28.9% 206 28% 66
280 36 7.1% 86 17% 13
313 180 27.4% 151 23% 84
314 554 78.1% 347 49% 154
315 206 71.3% 121 42% 44
318 198 24.0% 215 26% 11
319 384 92.5% 191 46% 194
322 477 83.5% 166 29% 270
324 192 39.0% 49 10% 15
329 173 23.5% 199 27% 41
360 342 45.1% 266 35% 115
361 139 19.8% 189 27% 38
362 155 23.0% 175 26% 46
373 78 9.9% 346 44% 50
410 482 84.9% 267 47% 61
411 173 37.8% 46 10% 57
412 259 49.4% 141 27% 187
413 313 83.2% 169 45% 27
414 404 53.9% 315 42% 296
415 143 30.4% 127 27% 26
417 301 43.2% 209 30% 169
418 393 55.1% 228 32% 185
419 367 61.4% 233 39% 176
420 165 22.5% 139 19% 114
421 299 51.3% 187 32% 247
422 46 6.3% 102 14% 15
423 303 46.7% 299 46% 131
424 321 47.3% 238 35% 127
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Elementary School Indicators of Need
% FRPL Transient Transient #
Type Site# Vocational AP IB Magnet Tot FRPL of Enr # % ELL
0.37 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.27
425 220 37.2% 148 25% 76
427 150 34.0% 40 9% 18
429 275 42.0% 235 36% 127
430 364 49.5% 412 56% 215
461 203 25.7% 277 35% 44
463 104 12.9% 307 38% 42
465 176 21.5% 245 30% 31
466 86 10.6% 212 26% 44
510 214 25.2% 366 43% 120
512 435 58.4% 276 37% 278
513 389 96.0% 227 56% 41
518 336 46.7% 302 42% 297
521 252 81.0% 174 56% 24
522 289 44.7% 239 37% 110
525 191 32.1% 131 22% 84
527 366 47.2% 264 34% 233
528 260 36.6% 270 38% 111
541 105 16.2% 156 24% 25
542 167 16.7% 430 43% 125
543 107 13.4% 256 32% 32
900 179 45.2% 143 36% 28
901 101 19.3% 73 14% 3
904 36 4.2% 171 20% 21
910 258 46.9% 198 36% 49
911 250 . 32.6% 207 27% 26
912 2 5.9% 14 40%
913 75 17.0% 79 18% 7
914 0 0.0% 4 40%
915 39 18.0% 56 26%
916 121 62.1% 55 28% 48
918 385 71.7% 252 47% 114
919 10 35.7% 11 40% 2
920 176 28.2% 94 15% 20
923 281 45.0% 175 28% 165
924 434 55.0% 379 48% 168
926 111 42.4% 102 39% 17
927 101 15.9% 153 24% 26
929 85 15.5% 72 13% 1
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Elementary School Indicators of Need
% FRPL Transient Transient #
Type Site# Vocational AP IB Magnet Tot FRPL of Enr # % ELL
0.37 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.27
2 201 166 17.2% 453 47% 107
2 202 175 14.7% 513 43% 69
2 203 78 12.1% 161 25% 19
2 205 363 52.6% 283 41% 246
2 207 61 8.1% 264 35% 28
2 208 576 75.1% 568 74% 363
2 213 830 75.1% 486 44% 763
2 215 488 58.5% 467 56% 200
2 217 328 34.6% 408 43% 136
2 221 587 52.7% 467 42% 302
2 222 445 49.5% 414 46% 356
2 223 374 47.2% 317 40% 267
2 224 629 66.3% 465 49% 352
2 225 314 33.6% 421 45% 249
2 228 284 44.1% 225 35% 138
2 233 270 23.3% 545 47% 129
2 234 69 7.5% 296 32% 43
2 235 43 6.6% 112 17% 8
2 236 232 22.4% 362 35% 66
2 237 114 14.2% 249 31% 92
2 238 35 4.0% 210 24% 20
2 239 567 86.0% 336 51% 382
2 240 145 15.2% 399 42% 200
2 241 101 11.2% 344 38% 27
2 247 188 18.7% 372 37% 84
2 246 80 9.5% 286 34% 56
2 249 102 13.2% 232 30% 15
2 253 211 26.3% 393 49% 66
2 254 677 70.5% 586 61% 261
2 256 ' 45 4.3% 322 31% 27
2 257 77 9.0% 180 21% 15
2 258 455 62.6% 364 50% 322
2 259 424 49.1% 466 54% 95
2 270 394 36.3% 542 50% 159
2 271 569 75.1% 387 51% 264
2 279 135 15.5% 209 24% 56
2 281 33 7.3% 159 35% 25
2 282 46 7.2% 248 39% 4
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Elementary School Indicators of Need
% FRPL Transient Transient # 
Type Site# Vocational AP IB Magnet Tot FRPL of Enr # % ELL
0.37 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.27
2 283 158 27.8% 182 32% 41
2 309 68 10.4% 315 48% 112
2 310 527 66.9% 410 52% 253
2 311 740 84.4% 456 52% 524
2 312 1036 77.0% 660 49% 972
2 317 597 67.7% 538 61% 480
2 320 453 49.9% 418 46% 333
2 321 741 71.6% 393 38% 668
2 327 399 40.2% 497 50% 327
2 328 643 72.9% 467 53% 282
2 363 231 28.3% 392 48% 56
2 364 552 73.3% 339 45% 193
2 365 536 80.7% 272 41% 469
2 366 101 11.2% 325 36% 20
2 367 30 3.3% 290 32% 37
2 368 117 16.1% 204 28% 25
2 369 129 14.4% 314 35% 49
2 370 443 43.9% 575 57% 130
2 371 98 13.4% 176 24% 33
2 372 208 24.1% 440 51% 79
2 416 416 45.2% 470 51% 234
2 426 406 54.4% 440 59% 245
2 428 140 20.3% 193 28% 38
2 459 111 12.2% 409 45% 83
2 460 130 13.2% 344 35% 70
2 462 486 53.2% 530 58% 356
2 464 195 24.7% 380 48% 69
2 514 594 77.4% 437 57% 283
2 515 771 83.2% 473 51% 539
2 516 713 64.0% 602 54% 457
2 517 850 74.2% 710 62% 550
2 519 123 18.9% 156 24% 60
2 520 363 37.2% 468 48% 188
2 523 539 53.8% 571 57% 367
2 524 523 53.4% 529 54% 354
2 526 619 72.1% 541 63% 421
2 529 397 44.6% 445 50% 310
2 539 245 27.0% 345 38% 153
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Elementary School Indicators of Need
Type Site# Vocational AP 
0.37 0.10
%FRPL 
IB Magnet Tot FRPL of Enr 
0.10 0.06 0.10
Transient
#
0.20
Transient
%
#
ELL
0.27
2 560 401 57.0% 408 58% 107
2 561 379 33.9% 593 53% 234
2 902 90 10.7% 277 33% 26
2 903 124 18.6% 253 38% 45
2 921 187 28.5% 203 31% 23
2 922 376 49.3% 259 34% 31
2 925 123 13.3% 304 33% 11
2 947 117 12.6% 354 38% 15
Note. Type 1 = 9  Month Elementary School; Type 2 = Year Round Elementary School; AP 
= Advanced Placement; IB = International Baccalaureate; Tot FRPL = Total Free & 
Reduced Priced Lunch Enrollment; % FRPL = % of Free & Reduced Price Lunch 
Enrollment; Transient # = Transient Enrollment; Transient % = % Transient Enrollment; # 
ELL = English Language Learner Enrollment
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Middle School Indicators of Need
% FRPL Transient Transient #
Type Site# Vocational AP IB Magnet Tot FRPL of Enr # % ELL
0.37 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.27
4 231 811 57.9% 546 39% 318
4 232 1350 1012 77.7% 560 43% 520
4 243 710 33.6% 550 26% 250
4 244 197 10.8% 418 23% 40
4 269 60 5.6% 237 22% 9
4 273 70 6.5% 226 21% 25
4 274 123 12.8% 173 18% 13
4 275 278 19.5% 370 26% 44
4 276 1080 74.2% 567 39% 428
4 277 154 10.0% 353 23% 45
4 331 805 75.4% 427 40% 504
4 332 1036 76.9% 525 39% 431
4 333 987 71.5% 594 43% 402
4 334 924 59.7% 541 35% 399
4 335 690 38.3% 486 27% 153
4 336 493 31.6% 468 30% 96
4 374 191 12.7% 361 24% 30
4 431 606 47.8% 418 33% 139
4 432 724 53.2% 490 36% 275
4 433 660 44.1% 554 37% 118
4 434 428 33.1% 376 29% 164
4 435 357 20.6% 502 29% 68
4 530 121 9.6% 252 20% 18
4 531 2655 355 23.3% 290 19% 107
4 532 2586 697 50.1% 432 31% 230
4 533 889 71.5% 522 42% 349
4 534 845 76.5% 541 49% 382
4 535 372 34.9% 352 33% 110
4 536 239 16.7% 400 28% 86
4 537 488 50.0% 361 37% 184
4 538 422 23.6% 482 27% 153
4 540 850 48:2% 706 40% 238
4 544 268 12.0% 559 25% 133
4 545 754 52.4% 533 37% 219
4 931 281 19.1% 294 20% 20
4 933 114 17.7% 96 15% 3
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Middle School Indicators of Need_________________________________
% FRPL Transient Transient #
Type Site# Vocational AP IB Magnet Tot FRPL of Enr # % ELL
0.37 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.27
4 934 460 34.8% 317 24% 40
4 937 86 5.4% 269 17% 25
4 938 339 20.1% 455 27% 69
4 939 133 30.4% 70 16% 19
Note. Type 4 = Middle School; AP = Advanced Placement; IB = International 
Baccalaureate; Tot FRPL = Total Free & Reduced Price Lunch Enrollment; % FRPL = % 
of Free & Reduced Price Lunch Enrollment; Transient # = Transient Enrollment; Transient 
% = % Transient Enrollment; # ELL = English Language Learner Enrollment
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High School Indicators of Need
% FRPL Transient Transient #
Type Site# Vocational AP IB Magnet Tot FRPL of Enr # % ELL
0.37 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.27
5 245 83 953 40.7% 796 34% 285
5 246 456 887 27.2% 881 27% 43
5 251 70 1457 48.2% 877 29% 287
5 351 143 2160 1716 62.5% 906 33% 641
5 352 1144 48.4% 733 31% 169
5 353 318 3985 0 0.0% 97 7% 5
5 436 150 7970 0 0.0% 30 4% 9
5 ■ 451 126 1017 44.0% 1040 45% 285
5 452 405 661 25.0% 793 30% 129
5 453 321 981 37.5% 785 30% 56
5 454 226 732 28.3% 905 35% 105
5 551 278 1582 1201 48.6% 840 34% 444
5 552 186 154 1708 61.7% 1108 40% 630
5 554 195 1242 45.5% 846 31% 244
5 555 382 785 27.6% 825 29% 222
5 562 32 720 1750 66.3% 1003 38% 615
5 563 247 375 10.9% 962 28% 41
5 564 50 211 18.0% 352 30% 59
5 572 240 369 19.7% 468 25% 1
5 573 124 162 9.4% 552 32% 7
5 870 1756 0 0.0% 70 4% 115
5 932 124 67 31.7% 55 26% 2
5 940 415 769 23.4% 756 23% 121
5 941 21 175 25.0% 147 21% 2
5 942 29 176 30.4% 98 17% 15
5 944 71 331 0 195 0 147
5 945 798 539 899 28.8% 687 22% 79
5 946 144 34.8% 124 30% 9
5 951 173 499 25.9% 655 34% 98
Note. Type 5 = High School; AP = Advanced Placement; IB = International Baccalaureate:
Tot FRPL = Total Free & Reduced Priced Lunch Enrollment; % FRPL = % of Free & Reduced 
Price Lunch Enrollment; Transient# = Transient Enrollment; Transient % = % Transient 
Enrollment; # ELL = English Language Learner Enrollment
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Elementary School Special Education Enrollment By Program
TYPE Site#
GATE
54
0.10
SLT
58
0.36
D/D
59
1.51
LD
61
0.68
ED
63
1.09
Autism
66
1.51
M/I
67
1.51
MR
70
0.68
1 204 58 22 1 10 2
1 209 25 28 17 15 1 4
1 212 42 27 21 32 1 6 2
1 219 6 29 1 15 2 3 25
1 227 0
1 229 51 34 16 24 1 1 4 6
1 230 44 33 16 18 1 2 1 1
1 250 35 28 12 41 2 1
1 252 22 15 2 24
1 255 18 19 11 20 2
1 272 47 31 12 44 10 1 1 3
1 280 57 24 11 12 2 1
1 313 37 15 10 17 3
1 314 0 10 0 51 4 1 0 0
1 315 8 14 12 20
1 318 24 47 26 18 1 2 2
1 319 4 9 1 16 2 2
1 322 10 7 25 14 1 1 4 22
1 324 37 12 13 23 4
1 329 52 28 24 21 5 14 3 4
1 360 48 50 1 28 3 1 3 1
1 361 101 26 14 29 1
1 362 43 28 1 33 2 2 3 1
1 373 0 34 15 10 3
1 410 3 19 7 36 3 3 2
1 411 54 13 1 18
1 412 13 7 42 2 7 4 3
1 413 2 20 31 1
1 414 27 22 12 31 1
1 415 34 22 19 2 1 1 1
1 417 21 17 29 2 4 11 20
1 418 17 26 9 18 1 15 1 1
1 419 7 19 19 22 8 5 3
1 420 72 31 7 18 2
1 421 6 14 9 17 1 11
1 422 67 14 2 18 1 1 8 14
1 423 20 14 14 25 9 1 1 2
1 424 20 17 16 33 6 1 5 1
1 425 22 20 41 2 1 1
1 427 81 13 15 1
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Elementary School Special Education Enmllment By Program
TYPE Site#
GATE
54
0.10
SLT
58
0.36
D/D
59
1.51
LD
61
0.68
ED
63
1.09
Autism
66
1.51
M/I
67
1.51
MR
70
0.68
1 429 47 32 2 31 2 3
, 1 430 0 18 3 6 2
1 461 32 28 1 28 2 4 0 1
1 463 82 28 37 1 2 1
1 465 39 22 12 23 6 5 3 5
1 466 66 19 11 12 5 2
1 510 48 23 13 34 1 7 14
1 512 37 15 8 26 1 1 4
1 513 26 6 3 30 2 2
1 518 14 25 10 18 1 1 8 6
1 521 2 5 10 14 2
1 522 41 23 13 22 15 3 3
1 525 42 29 7 44 2 1 5
1 527 43 45 35 5
1 528 36 26 17 19 2
1 541 65 23 19 21 1 1
1 542 51 28 6 22 2 1 9
1 543 49 21 10 20 2 12 1
1 900 0 27 11 26 2 2 2 2
1 901 42 17 19 1 1 1
1 904 59 34 1 15 4
1 910 35 17 8 27 2 1 1
1 911 35 30 7 25 2 12 1
1 912 0 1 2
1 913 0 34 16 5 1 1
1 914 0 1
1 915 2 4 10 12
1 916 10 7 29 9
1 918 14 23 10 31 8 1
1 919 0 5
1 920 35 17 2 30 4 1 1
1 923 35 19 7 31 1 4 2 2
1 924 13 25 15 29 3 1 3
1 926 0 5 7 31 3 1
1 927 43 23 2 12 1 1 1 1
1 929 28 21 12 19 2 2 1
2 201 45 29 1 33 6 3 1
2 202 39 48 1 30 1 2 2
2 203 34 27 2 25 5
2 205 31 23 12 20 1 5 2
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Elementary School Special Education Enrollment By Program
GATE SLT D/D LD ED Autism M/I MR
TYPE Site# 54 58 59 61 63 66 67 70
0.10 0.36 1.51 0.68 1.09 1.51 1.51 0.68
2 207 31 42 12 19 3 3
2 208 2 22 5 30 4 3
2 213 26 24 71 1 2 3
2 215 19 43 6 37 3 6 1
2 217 24 40 17 27 11 3 3
2 221 32 34 1 45 8 4 6
2 222 45 27 3 38 4 7 3
2 223 14 25 15 27 2 4
2 224 30 27 18 36 2 4
2 225 26 25 8 21 1 1 2
2 228 46 24 6 23 1 6
2 233 49 36 20 62 12 1
2 234 81 20 8 30 2 1 2
2 235 72 28 13 18 2 1 1
2 236 44 46 17 49 1 3
2 237 66 25 20 24 2 1
2 238 61 42 17 13 2
2 239 11 9 4 20 6 18
2 240 53 20 15 15 2 6 1
2 241 55 24 26 1 1
2 247 74 37 16 32 8 1 1
2 248 60 31 2 22 2 1 1 1
2 249 43 24 7 19 2 1 3 4
2 253 32 42 2 33 6 1
2 254 40 23 9 65 3 2
2 256 65 27 10 23 1 3 1 1
2 257 36 53 27 20 2
2 258 16 14 6 32 1 1
2 259 23 43 11 55 8 1 1 10
2 270 38 26 43 1 3 3
2 271 21 20 50 2 1 1
2 279 49 33 9 31 2 1
2 281 26 17 11 2 1 1
2 282 47 27 1 14 1
2 283 14 29 11 22 4 5 1
2 309 31 18 5 8 3
2 310 0 24 27 14 1 1
2 311 22 24 1 28 2
2 312 19 40 22 31 2 3
2 317 12 16 8 33 6 1 3
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Elementary School Special Education Enrollment By Program
TYPE Site#
GATE
54
0.10
SLT
58
0.36
D/D
59
1.51
LD
61
0.68
ED
63
1.09
Autism
66
1.51
M/I
67
1.51
MR
70
0.68
2 320 18 33 2 35 9 2
2 321 29 28 4 35 2
2 327 49 16 7 36 1 1 1
2 328 24 25 7 63 1 1 4
2 363 56 30 1 34 2 6 1
2 364 66 20 66 2 1 1
2 365 9 12 9 58 8 2
2 366 51 36 1 43 2 3 1
2 367 71 32 12 22 3 2
2 368 0 16 1 31 12 1 6
2 369 58 55 12 36 2 1 1
2 370 31 37 2 35 4 6 1
2 371 66 32 11 23 1 8 2 7
2 372 19 34 20 28 2 1 1 2
2 416 55 47 30 4
2 426 32 51 17 30 3
2 428 49 24 1 24 1 1
2 459 54 37 11 13 6
2 460 87 22 16 37 5 1 1
2 462 43 29 36 8 3
2 464 48 19 31 1 1 1 1
2 514 15 32 37 2 1 2
2 515 23 22 13 15 1 5 2 2
2 516 46 34 24 46 9 2 6
2 517 12 29 24 1 1
2 519 37 25 9 23 4
2 520 50 32 8 37 ■ 2
2 523 14 29 35 42 2 7 1 3
2 524 27 35 1 37 6 1 1 17
2 526 0 20 15 14 6 4
2 529 30 20 1 25 21 1
2 539 20 32 44 6 2 22
2 560 15 33 14 46 3 1 1
2 561 35 27 1 20 1 1
2 902 56 19 17 1 19 1 1
2 903 0 24 20 7 2 8
2 921 54 22 36 1 2
2 922 40 43 12 38 2 3 4
2 925 58 49 11 35 1 3 2
2 947 88 35 16 41 2 5 4 3
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Elementary School Special Education Enrollment By Program 
TYPE Site#
GATE SLT D/D LD ED Autism M/I MR
54 58 59 61 63 66 67 70
0.10 0.36 1.51 0.68 1.09 1.51 1.51 0.68
Note. Type 1 = 9-Month Elementary School; Type 2 = Year Round Elementary School; GATE = 
Gifted and Talented Education; SLT = Speech Language Therapy; D/D = Developmentally 
Delayed; LD = Learning Disabled; ED = Emotionally Disturbed; M/1 = Mental Impairment; MR = 
Mentally Retarded
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Middle School Special Education Enrollment By Program
ype Site#
GATE
54
0.10
SLT
58
0.36
D/D
59
1.51
LD
61
0.68
ED
63
1.09
Autism
66
1.51
M/I
67
1.51
MR
70
0.68
4 231 37 9 119 1 2 3
4 232 30 5 113 13 1 1 15
4 243 104 15 180 4 2 4 4
4 244 132 11 158 9 1 5 4
4 269 83 8 72 10 2 1 1
4 273 50 4 46 10 6 1 8
4 274 95 4 84 5
4 275 87 8 118 13 2
4 276 55 7 138 8 5 7
4 277 117 4 87 5 4
4 331 20 2 118 8 2
4 332 27 9 139 10 2 9
4 333 29 11 148 13 3 16
4 334 57 10 140 10 16
4 335 58 6 187 18 1 2 12
4 336 63 10 164 18 2 19
4 374 83 13 107 9 11 1 1
4 431 48 8 105 15 5
4 432 38 8 106 9 9 6
4 433 78 6 141 15 1 4 15
4 434 80 12 89 6 8
4 435 81 12 147 9 1 4 12
4 530 98 10 103 11 1 2
4 531 225 17 78 3 2 4 12
4 532 100 10 110 6 4 2
4 533 41 7 90 12 3 10
4 534 26 3 116 8 4
4 535 65 5 88 9 8 2 12
4 536 81 7 101 6 2
4 537 29 9 87 6 3 3
4 538 91 8 131 12 2 2
4 540 58 11 213 17 2 7
4 544 138 20 145 17 2 1 7
4 545 69 8 137 6 5
4 931 91 8 92 4 3 1 3
4 933 16 5 44 8 2 1
4 934 65 12 124 11 2 8
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Middle School Special Education Enrollment By Program
GATE SLT D/D LD ED Autism M/I MR
Type Site# 54 58 59 61 63 66 67 70
0.10 0.36 1.51 0.68 1.09 1.51 1.51 0.68
4 937 121 6 88 5 2 4 3
4 938 113 8 109 14 1 1 18
4 939 27 4 39 1 1
Note. Type 4 = Middle School; GATE = Gifted and Talented Education; SLT = Speech 
Language Therapy; D/D = Developmentally Delayed; LD = Learning Disabled; ED = 
Emotionally Disturbed; M/I = Mental Impairment; MR = Mentally Retarded
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High School Special Education Enrollment By Program
GATE SLT D/D LD ED Autism M/I MR
Type Site# 54 58 59 61 63 66 67 70
0.10 0.36 1.51 0.68 1.09 1.51 1.51 0.68
5 245 240 12 3 1 21
5 246 2 253 22 2 5 21
5 251 254 17 2 30
5 351 2 233 23 1 39
5 352 5 248 18 1 1 23
5 353 1 35 1 1
5 436 11 1
5 451 1 216 26 8 14
5 452 6 188 15 2 11
5 453 3 204 22 2 16
5 454 3 278 27 2 16
5 551 3 146 13 11 2 13
5 552 2 207 11 16 6
5 554 7 247 20 5 1 17
5 555 1 153 20 1 9
5 562 3 243 14 1 1 22
5 563 2 232 21 2 14
5 564 69 4 1 1
5 572 110 12 2 2 16
5 573 1 103 7 1
5 870 153 7 5
5 932 31 2 1
5 940 200 21 2 1 12
5 941 53 4 4
5 942 1 58 4 3 2
5 944 1 92 4 1 4 7
5 945 2 171 14 2 3 9
5 946 2 53 6 1 2
5 951 2 194 22 2 2 12
Note. Type 5 = High School; GATE = Gifted and Talented Education; SLT = Speech 
Language Therapy; D/D = Developmentally Delayed; LD = Learning Disabled; ED = 
Emotionally Disturbed; M/I = Mental Impairment; MR = Mentally Retarded
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Elementary School Special Education Ennollment By Program
VI HI D/B OHI Orthlmpr TBI
Type Site# 75 77 79 81 82 83 Total# %
0.99 0.68 5.63 0.68 0.68 1.09 SPED SPED
1 204 1 36 3.62%
1 209 1 1 67 5.41%
1 212 89 8.34%
1 219 1 1 77 6.17%
1 227 0.00%
1 229 8 1 95 8.59%
1 230 1 1 2 76 5.81%
1 250 1 1 1 87 6.73%
1 252 1 2 1 45 5.31%
1 255 2 1 1 1 57 3.53%
1 272 6 2 1 111 8.81%
1 280 1 1 1 53 6.40%
1 313 43 1 2 91 8.32%
1 314 1 0 0 2 2 1 72 6.00%
1 315 1 47 6.55%
1 318 1 1 2 100 7.35%
1 319 1 1 32 3.64%
1 322 2 1 77 7.22%
1 324 2 2 56 6.50%
1 329 9 4 112 8.86%
1 360 2 6 1 96 7.23%
1 361 1 2 73 6.39%
1 362 1 1 2 3 77 6.68%
1 373 1 1 4 68 4.73%
1 410 2 1 73 7.08%
1 411 2 2 36 4.57%
1 412 3 68 7.00%
1 413 3 55 6.75%
1 414 1 1 2 • 1. 71 5.12%
1 415 4 50 6.11%
1 417 3 2 88 7.05%
1 418 14 1 86 6.71%
1 419 5 1 5 2 89 8.02%
1 420 1 2 61 5.04%
1 421 1 2 55 5.30%
1 422 3 2 1 64 5.34%
1 423 4 70 6.05%
1 424 2 6 1 88 7.35%
1 425 5 1 71 7.06%
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VI HI D/B OHI Orthlmpr TBI
Type Site# 75 77 79 81 82 83 Total# %
0.99 0.68 5.63 0.68 0.68 1.09 SPED SPED
1 427 1 30 3.70%
1 429 1 8 2 81 6.86%
1 430 1 1 31 2.19%
1 461 0 0 0 6 2 0 72 5.50%
1 463 ' 3 1 73 5.83%
1 465 2 2 1 81 5.84%
1 466 1 1 51 3.82%
1 510 1 5 2 100 6.77%
t 512 5 60 4.44%
1 513 1 1 45 5.30%
1 518 2 4 75 5.77%
1 521 1 1 33 4.44%
1 522 1 1 81 7.10%
1 525 4 2 1 95 9.27%
1 527 1 1 87 6.46%
1 528 1 1 66 5.45%
1 541 4 69 6.36%
1 542 2 4 74 4.34%
1 543 1 1 2 2 72 5.35%
1 900 0 0 0 2 1 0 75 9.22%
1 901 2 1 1 43 5.64%
1 904 1 1 1 1 58 4.20%
1 910 2 1 59 6.15%
1 911 1 2 3 2 1 86 6.64%
1 912 1 1 5 0.95%
1 913 1 58 6.80%
1 914 1 0.20%
1 915 26 4.41%
1 916 2 47 7.26%
1 918 3 76 7.68%
1 919 5 0.94%
1 920 7 1 63 6.16%
1 923 3 2 71 6.68%
1 924 2 2 80 5.77%
1 926 1 1 • 1 45 6.86%
1 927 2 43 4.16%
1 929 57 6.27%
2 201 3 3 79 4.82%
2 202 2 2 1 89 4.44%
2 203 2 61 5.70%
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VI HI D/B OHI Orthlmpr TBI
Type Site# 75 77 79 81 82 83 Total# %
0.99 0.68 5.63 0.68 0.68 1.09 SPED SPED
2 312 1 3 4 106 4.08%
2 317 1 1 1 70 4.11%
2 320 1 4 1 87 5.35%
2 321 2 71 3.63%
2 327 1 2 2 67 3.82%
2 328 2 1 104 6.40%
2 363 21 3 1 99 6.94%
2 364 2 2 94 7.31%
2 365 1 1. i 92 6.96%
2 366 3 89 5.81%
2 367 2 10 1 84 5.58%
2 368 1 2 4 74 6.10%
2 369 1 108 7.14%
2 370 5 90 5.07%
2 371 2 4 1 91 7.56%
2 372 1 2 3 94 6.40%
2 416 2 3 1 87 5.29%
2 426 2 1 104 7.44%
2 428 1 2 54 4.67%
2 459 2 1 70 4.48%
2 460 3 3 2 90 5.61%
2 462 5 81 4.74%
2 464 7 1 62 4.63%
2 514 74 5.16%
2 515 2 1 63 3.58%
2 516 3 5 129 6.13%
2 517 1 1 57 2.65%
2 519 3 64 5.91%
2 520 1 2 82 4.82%
2 523 6 1 126 6.81%
2 524 3 101 5.60%
2 526 1 2 62 3.62%
2 529 2 2 72 4.46%
2 539 1 3 1 2 113 7.04%
2 560 1 2 1 102 8.04%
2 561 5 1 56 2.85%
2 902 2 3 63 4.45%
2 903 12 3 3 79 6.53%
2 921 9 2 2 74 7.12%
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VI HI D/B OHI Orthlmpr TBI
Type Site# 75 77 79 81 82 83 Total# %
0.99 0.68 5.63 0.68 0.68 1.09 SPED SPED
2 922 2 104 7.80%
2 925 1 1 1 ' 104 6.96%
2 947 2 108 6.86%
Note. Type 1=9 Month Elementary School: Type 2 = Year Round Elementary School; VI 
= Visually Impaired; HI = Hearing Impaired; D/B = Deaf/Blind; OHI = Other Health 
Impaired; Orthlmpr = Orthopedically Impaired; TBI = Tramatic Brain injury
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Middle School Special Education Enrollment By Program
VI HI D/B OHI Orthlmpr TBI
Type Site# 75 77 79 81 82 83 Total# %
0.99 0.68 5.63 0.68 0.68 1.09 SPED SPED
4 231 17 3 2 156 8.70%
4 232 2 1 151 8.12%
4 243 1 10 2 1 223 8.79%
4 244 1 17 206 9.82%
4 269 2 1 6 1 104 8.50%
4 273 4 79 6.53%
4 274 1 94 8.61%
4 275 1 8 1 1 152 9.17%
4 276 1 3 1 170 8.82%
4 277 1 9 110 6.36%
4 331 1 1 132 8.97%
4 332 1 3 1 2 176 9.74%
4 333 1 1 1 194 10.44%
4 334 3 2 1 182 9.11%
4 335 2 6 2 1 237 10.81%
4 336 1 10 2 226 11.84%
4 374 1 2 9 2 1 157 9.05%
4 431 2 5 140 8.96%
4 432 7 1 6 2 3 157 9.06%
4 433 1 1 4 3 1 192 10.31%
4 434 7 1 123 7.90%
4 435 1 1 12 1 2 202 9.87%
4 530 10 1 138 9.58%
4 531 1 4 121 6.29%
4 532 2 2 2 138 7.35%
4 533 1 3 126 7.70%
4 534 2 2 2 137 9.09%
4 535 1 6 131 9.93%
4 536 8 1 1 126 7.61%
4 537 5 113 9.16%
4 538 3 5 1 1 165 7.86%
4 540 3 4 3 1 261 11.59%
4 544 1 9 1 1 204 7.93%
4 545 1 1 5 2 165 9.12%
4 931 2 1 1 115 6.92%
4 933 4 1 65 8.90%
4 934 2 7 3 1 170 10.79%
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Middle School Special Education Enrollment By Program
VI HI D/B OHI Orthlmpr TBI
Type Site# 75 77 79 81 82 83 Total# %
0.99 0.68 5.63 0.68 0.68 1.09 SPED SPED
4 937 8 116 6.62%
4 938 1 16 5 2 175 8.86%
4 939 4 1 50 4.65%
Note. Type 4 = Middle School; VI = Visually Impaired; HI = Hearing Impaired; D/B = 
Deaf/Blind; OHI = Other Health Impaired; Orthlmpr = Orthopedically Impaired; TBI = Tramatic 
Brain Injury
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High School Special Education Enrollment By
VI HI D/B OHI Orthlmpr TBI
Type Site# 75 77 79 81 82 83 Total# %
0.99 0.68 5.63 (168 0.68 1.09 SPED SPED
5 245 1 2 9 289 9.97%
5 246 1 6 1 313 8.18%
5 251 3 6 1 1 314 8.56%
5 351 2 6 2 2 310 8.48%
5 352 5 4 1 306 10.56%
5 353 3 2 2 1 46 2.68%
5 436 2 2 16 1.26%
5 451 8 1 5 2 281 9.58%
5 452 6 8 3 4 243 7.77%
5 453 7 12 266 8.52%
5 454 2 9 1 1 339 10.77%
5 551 2 1 2 195 6.17%
5 552 32 4 1 1 280 7.83%
5 554 2 2 6 3 312 9.33%
5 555 1 2 10 3 1 201 6.02%
5 562 1 1 1 1 288 8.36%
5 563 1 9 2 1 284 7.25%
5 564 4 79 5.85%
5 572 1 2 8 1 154 7.16%
5 573 3 5 1 1 122 6.23%
5 870 2 7 3 1 180 6.96%
5 932 1 35 12.88%
5 940 12 2 1 251 6.64%
5 941 1 4 1 67 8.33%
5 942 1 4 1 74 10.83%
5 944 6 3 2 1 121 9.95%
5 945 1 2 8 1 213 5.81%
5 946 1 2 67 &.11S&
5 951 3 3 12 4 3 259 11.02%
Note. Type 5 = High School; VI = Visually Impaired; HI = 
OHI = Other Health Impaired; Orthlmpr = Orthopedically
Hearing Impaired; D/B = Deaf/Blind; 
Impaired; TBI = Tramatic Brain Injury
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Elementary School Model II Linear Formula Simulation with Small School Adjustment
Sim Sim
Unadj
Gain/ Current Gains/ Adjusted
Adj
Sim %
Sm
Sch Current Sim
TSIteAWSU Weights Loss $$ Losses Sim $$ Gains/ Adj APPE APPE
$$ Under
Sim
Losses Unw 
Sm Sch Enr
1 204 994 $2,316 ,630 10.72% $2,092,302 -$231,663 $2,084.967 665% 0 $3,436 $3,424
1 209 1238 $2,,885,,561 11.46% $2,,588,822 -$288,556 $2.597.005 062% 0 $3,380 $3,390
1 212 1064 $2,,480,,928 8.53% $2,285,954 $0 $2,480,928 8.53% 0 $3,894 $4,226
1 219 1248 $2,,909,,193 6.41% $2,,734,016 $0 $2,909.193 6.41% 0 $4417 $4,700
1 227 36 $83,,388 $16%724 $83.388 $4,389
1 229 1105 $2,,577,553 -7.39% $2,,783,214 $61,586 $2,639,139 -5.18% 0 $4,342 $4,117
1 230 1307 $3,,047,,541 0.96% $3,018,482 $0 $3,047,541 0.96% 0 $3754 $3,790
1 250 1292 $3,,013,,033 &1196 $2,,761,544 $0 $3,013,033 9M1% 0 $3,672 $4,007
1 252 847 $1,,974,903 -10.82% $2314,,507 $1141,934 $2,089,837 6.63% 11 $4,529 $4,274
1 255 1614 $3,,763,310 9.79% $3,,427,,782 $0 $3,,763,310 979% 0 $3,926 $4,311
1 272 1260 $2,,936,997 -2.35% $3,,007,,724 $0 $2,936,997 -2.35% 0 $4,098 $4,001
1 280 828 $1 ,931,292 -0.33% $1,,937,,599 $0 $1,,931,,292 6.33% 0 $3,837 $3,824
1 313 1094 $2,551 ,524 -19.30% $3,,161,,747 $364,,873 $2,916,,397 -7.76% 0 $4812 $4,439
1 314 1203 $2,803325 3M2% $2,,719,,189 $0 $2,,803,,925 3JI2% 0 $3,835 $3,955
1 315 718 $1 ,673.806 -9.97% $1,,859,,068 $83,,110 $1,,756,,916 -5.49% 211 $6,433 $6,079
1 318 1361 $3,172.446 2.83% $3,,085,254 $0 $3,,172,,446 2.83% 0 $3,740 $3,845
1 319 880 $2,051 .388 2.98% $1,,991 ,963 $0 $2,,051,,388 2.98% 85 $4,800 $4,943
1 322 1066 $2,486376 -3.81% $2,,584,921 $0 $2,,486,,376 -3.81% 0 $4,527 $4,354
1 324 862 $2,008312 -13.92% $2,,333,756 $179660 $2,,188,071 6.24% 8 $4,743 $4,447
1 329 1264 $2.948.306 -10.95% $3,,310,900 $175,,469 $3,123,775 6.65% 0 $4,499 $4,244
1 360 1328 $3 ,096.543 14.30% $2,709,171 -$309 ,654 $2,786.889 2.87% 0 $3,569 $3,672
1 361 1143 $2.664,404 7.64% $2,,475,211 $0 $2,664,404 7.64% 0 $3,531 $3,801
1 362 1153 $2.687,748 1.98% $2,635,592 $0 $2.687,748 1.98% 0 $3,916 $3,994
1 373 1438 $3352.044 17.68% $2,848,514 -$335,204 $3616,840 5.91% 0 $3,619 $3,833
1 410 1030 $2,402.508 -8.97% $2,,639,262 $95,,391 $2,497,899 -5.36% 0 $4,647 $4,398
1 411 787 $1 ,835,881 -11.03% $2,,063,448 $110,676 $1.946,557 6.66% 42 $4,505 $4750
1 412 972 $2,266^24 -11.18% $2,551,400 $140,073 $2,406^97 -5.69% 0 $4,869 $4,592
1 413 815 $1 ,899.162 3.52% $2,076,004 $66 ,820 $1.965682 -5.30% 124 $5,521 $5729
1 414 1385 $3.230.434 9.26% $2,956.743 $0 $3.230.434 9.26% 0 $3,942 $4,307
1 415 818 $1 .907352 3.45% $2,084,074 $65,840 $1 673793 6.29% 30 $4,434 $4,200
1 417 1248 $2.910.089 -7.42% $3,143.198 $70,317 $2.980.405 6.18% 0 $4,516 $4,282
1 418 1282 $2,,989,781 3.47% $3,003.880 $0 $2,989.781 6.47% 0 $4,213 $4,193
1 419 1110 $2,587.281 -11.92% $2,937.391 $179,016 $2.766697 -5.82% 0 $4,912 $4,626
1 420 1210 $2,821 .340 9.52% $2,576J06 $0 $2.821.340 962% 0 $3615 $3,849
1 421 1038 $2,419309 -9.48% $2673.258 $108,429 $2.528.238 6.42% 0 $4,585 $4,337
1 422 1198 $2,,793,,183 $2,708.413 $0 $2.793.183 3 13% 0 $3731 $3647
1 423 1158 $2,,699300 -1.34% $2,,736686 $0 $2.699.800 -1.34% 0 $4216 $4,160
1 424 1197 $2,,791,,882 3.75% $2,813,010 $0 $2.791 .882 6.75% 0 $4,143 9WJ12
1 425 1005 $2,,343,324 11.97% $2,,093.205 -$234682 $2.109,441 0.78% 0 $3,536 $3,563
1 427 812 $1,,892,,388 -7.76% $2,,051 653 $52,,283 $1.944670 6.21% 59 $4,652 $4,410
1 429 1180 $2,,752,,495 4.63% $2,630,749 $0 $2752.495 463% 0 $4023 $4,209
1 430 1414 $3,,296,,681 17.41% $2,,807635 -$329,668 $2.967613 5.67% 0 $3815 $4631
1 461 1309 $3,051,,076 10.37% $2,,764,,448 -$305,,108 $2.745.968 667% 0 $3,499 $3,476
1 463 1253 $2,922,,053 4.05% $2,,808,363 $0 $2,922.053 465% 0 $3,476 $3,616
1 465 1387 $3,234,,390 -T40% $3,,280,394 $0 $3,234.390 ^ jO % 0 $4,010 $3,954
1 466 1337 $3,116,,401 4.54% $2,,981 ,096 $0 $3,116.401 464% 0 $3,658 $3,824
1 510 1476 $3,441,565 3.68% $3,465,,198 $0 $3,441 ,565 668% 0 $4,077 $4,049
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
169
Elementary School Model II Linear Formula Simulation with Small School Adjustment
Una^ Adj Sm
Sim Sim Gain/ Current Gains/ Adjusted Sim % Sch Current Sim
TSIteAWSU Weights Loss $$ Losses am $$ Gains/ Adj APPE APPE
$$ Under Losses Unw
Sim Sm Sch Enr
1 512 1352 $3,,152,,790 16.58% $2,,704,357 -$315,279 $2,837,511 462% 0 $3,630 $3,809
1 513 847 $1,,974,,373 -22.30% $2,540,918 $341,504 $2,315.878 -8.86% 95 $6774 $5,718
1 518 1299 $3,,028,,404 3. 10% $2,,937,396 $0 $3,028,404 3J0% 0 $4,080 $4,206
1 521 744 $1,,733,,689 -12.21% $1,,974,710 $124,919 $1,858.608 -5.88% 189 $6,350 $5,976
1 522 1141 $2,,661,,567 -2.76% $2,,737,105 $0 $2,661.567 -2.76% 0 $4737 $4,120
1 525 1025 $2,,390,,192 -15.60% $2,.832,143 $253,475 $2,643.668 6.65% 0 $4,760 $4,443
1 527 1346 $3,,139,,037 10.16% $2,,849,529 -$313,,904 $2,825,133 6.86% 0 $3,672 $3641
1 528 1211 $2,823,,210 14.95% $2,,455,,968 -$282,,321 $2,540,889 3.46% 0 $3,454 $3,574
1 541 1085 $2,530.,493 -1,.82% $2,,577,,462 $0 $2,530,493 -1.82% 0 $3,971 $3,899
1 542 1706 $3,978,132 7,.61% $3,,696,,642 $0 $3,978,132 761% 0 $3,693 $3,974
1 543 1346 $3,,138,724 -2..40% $3,,215,,397 $0 $3,138,224 -2.40% 0 $4,024 $3,928
1 900 813 $1 ,896,788 -12.36% $2,164,,202 $139,,532 $2,036,,320 6.91% 104 $5,465 $5,142
1 901 760 $1 ,772,477 -10 .50% $1,,980,,320 $97,,405 $1,869,882 -5.58% 0 $3,786 $3,575
1 904 1383 $3,223,727 6.74% $3,020,,193 $0 $3,223,,727 6.74% 0 $3,541 $3,779
1 910 959 $2,235,207 -2 .94% $2,302,,909 $0 $2,235,,207 -2.94% 0 $4J87 $4,064
1 911 1295 $3,020.261 -0 .82% $3,045,234 $0 $3.020761 6.82% 0 $3,976 $3,943
1 912 60 $139754 $149,,333 $139754 $4,392 $4,096
1 913 852 $1 ,987,454 6 .11% $1,872 ,975 $0 $1,987,454 GU1% 60 $4757 $4,517
1 914 21 $49,944 $93,534 $49,,944 $5,549
1 915 585 $1663 ,160 $651 ,345 $1,363,,160 377 $5795 $11,083
1 916 648 $1610.336 23 .48% $1723 .166 -$151 .034 $1,359,302 11.13% 305 $6773 $6671
1 918 990 $2,308.588 -5 .20% $2,435,300 $4.690 $2,313,278 6.01% 0 $4,535 $4,308
1 919 61 $142.052 $201 .989 $142,052 $5673
1 920 1022 $2683.003 -5 .68% $2,526.497 $16.194 $2,399J97 -5.04% 0 $4,049 $3,845
1 923 1064 $2,480.040 671% $2,334.936 $0 $2,480,040 6.21% 0 $3/42 $3,974
1 924 1388 $3,235619 13.81% $2.842,954 -$323.552 $2,911 .967 2L43% 0 $3,603 $3,691
1 926 656 $1628,420 $1M12,516 $1628,420 238 $4,246 $5,834
1 927 1033 $2,408.367 7.82% $2.233.770 $0 $2,408.367 7.82% 0 $3,512 $3,787
1 929 909 $2,120.241 0.05% $2^19 772 $0 $2^20 .241 0.05% 0 $3,853 $3,855
2 201 1638 $3618.474 26.00% $3.030626 -$381 .847 $3,436627 13.40% 0 $3/47 $3,569
2 202 2003 $4,669.543 19.21% $3617 .054 -$466,954 $4702.588 7.29% 0 $3,286 $3,526
2 203 1071 $2497723 1.68% $2,455.880 $0 $2,497723 1.68% 0 $3,813 $3678
2 205 1239 $2.889.469 12 .99% $2657779 -$288,947 $2,600.522 1.69% 0 $3,706 $3,769
2 207 1268 $2,955636 7.14% $2,758,966 $0 $2,955.836 7.14% 0 $3,654 $3,915
2 208 1494 $3,482.749 31 .87% $2.641 .038 -$348775 $3^34.474 18.68% 0 $3,443 $4,087
2 213 2158 $5,031 ,177 20.46% $4,176 ,630 -$503^18 $4628.060 8^4% 0 $3,780 $4,098
2 215 1532 $3,572758 14.04% $3,132,584 -$357726 $3715.032 263% 0 $3,756 $3,855
2 217 1654 $3,,855,592 8,.58% $3,551 ,077 $0 $3,855.592 868% 0 $3,746 $4,067
2 221 1983 $4,,624,682 16.24% $3678 ,573 -$462.468 $4,162,213 462% 0 $3,575 $3/40
2 222 1632 $3,,805721 8.01% $3,523,096 $0 $3,805.221 8.01% 0 $3619 $4,233
2 223 1414 $3,,296,749 11.69% $2,951 ,374 -$329625 $2,966.624 0.52% 0 $3,722 $3,741
2 224 1735 $4,,045,,810 17.16% $3,453,147 -$404,581 $3,641 .229 5.45% 0 $3,639 $3,837
2 225 1669 $3,,891,,605 18..55% $3,,282,,664 -$389,161 $3,502,445 6.70% 0 $3611 $3,746
2 228 1122 $2,,616,,005 -6,.04% $2,784,221 $27752 $2,643.258 -5.06% 0 $4,323 $4,104
2 233 1988 $4,,635,,891 13.44% $4,,086,,715 -$463,,589 $4,172,302 269% 0 $3,526 $3,600
2 234 1506 $3,512,,277 5..05% $3,,343,,583 $0 $3,512.277 5.05% 0 $3,615 $3,797
2 235 1056 $2,462,,685 1.55% $2,,425,,064 $0 $2,462,685 1.55% 0 $3,697 $3,754
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Elementary School Model II Linear Formula Simulation with Small School Adjustment
Sim Sim
Unadj
Gain/ Current Gains/ Adjusted
Adj
Sim%
Sm
Sch Current Sim
TSW W SU Weights Loss $$ Losses Smn$$ Gains/ Adj APPE APPE
$$ Under
Sim
Losses Unw 
Sm Sch Enr
236
237
238
239
240
241
247
248
249
253
254
256
257
258
259
270
271 
279 
281 
282 
283
309
310
311
312 
317
320
321
327
328
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372 
416 
426 
428
459
460 
462 
464
1722
1354
1425
1292
1630
1517
1702 
1388 
1297 
1376 
1795 
1706 
1375 
1345 
1580 
1870 
1307 
1440
818
1050
953
1116
1511 
1683 
2598
1703 
1625 
1955 
1755 
1624 
1423 
1286 
1321 
1531 
1506 
1218
1512 
1776 
1204 
1469 
1645 
1397 
1156 
1564 
1605 
1709 
1339
$4
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$4
$3
$3
$3
$3
$4
$3
$3
$1
$2
$2
$2
$3
$3
$6
$3
$3
$4
$4
$3
$3
$2
$3
$3
$3
$2
$3
$4
$2
$3
$3
$3
$2
$3
$3,
$3,
$3.
015
157
321
O il
800
536
969
236
023
208
184
977
205
135
684
360
047
356
908
447
223
602
523
923
057
971
788
557
092
787
318
997
081
570
511
840
525
141
807
424
835
258
694
645
742
984
122
152 6
377
981
736
121
535
063
192
073
337
189
395
071
886
890
936
134
530
147
815
049
208
761
824
613
544
164
261
866
533
132
852
017
520
476
033
668
859
936
520
845
433
537
577
473
430
687
-4
-1
0
9
-0
17 
1
-0
6
27
11
1
18 
14 
12 
10 
17
6
9
5
4 
12 
22
28 
17 
11 
30 
12 
10 
-9 
9
13
6 
2 
-8 
6
13
-6
12
10
11
7
10
5 
7 
4
39% $3
17%
29%
57%
35%
18%
59%
71%
66%
20%
82%
86%
31%
00%
37%
62%
85%
22%
90%
20%
54%
91%
18%
20%
59%
17%
39%
61%
70%
52%
02%
65%
95%
47%
16%
34%
37%
71%
71%
36%
60%
86%
36%
68%
30%
15%
53%
773
294
365
994
475
542
375
181
043
021
273
555
163
657
221
872
748
863
784
241
106
480
141
210
710
389
400
489
631
427
647
734
703
353
437
098
314
642
010
047
468
912
509
293
554
$3 
$3 
$2 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$2 
$3 
$3 
$2 
$2 
$1 
$2 
$2 
$2 
$3 
$3 
$4 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$2 
$2 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$3 
$2 
$2 
$3 
$3 
$3/18 
$%987
872
895 
245 
604 
343 
777 
231 
842 
237 
149 
510 
569 
678 
613 
910 
134 
989 
399 
913 
546 
267 
355 
160 
998 
921 
460 
927 
250 
645 
062 
186 
053
896 
550 
240 
376 
664 
565 
028 
886 
128 
849 
847 
^17 
J72 
,683 
,344
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
-$396,906
$0
$0
$0
-$418,419
-$397,739
$0
-$313,589
-$368,489
-$436,094
$0
-$335,653
$0
$0
$0
$0
-$352,376
-$392,382
-$605,761
-$397,154
-$378,816
-$455,726
-$409,287
$0
$133,459
$0
$0
$0
$0
$94,800
$0
-$414,186
$48
-$342
-$383
-$325
127 
452 
584 
,843 
$0
-$364,558
$0
$0
$0
$4
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$3
$2
$3
$3
$3
$3
$1
$2
$2
$2
$3
$3
$5
$3
$3
$4
$3
$3
$3
$2
$3
$3
$3
$2
$3
$3
$2
$3
$3
$2
$2
$3
$3
$3
$3
015
157
321
O il
800
536
572
236
023
208
765
579
205
822
316
924
047
020
908
447
223
602
171
531
451
574
409
101
683
787
451 
997 
081 
570 
511 
934 
525 
727 
856 
082
452 
932 
694 
281 
742 
984 
122
152 6
377
981
736
121
535
157
192
073
337
770
655
071
297
401
842
134
877
147
815
049
208
385
442
851 
389 
348 
535 
579 
533 
592
852 
017 
520 
476 
834 
668 
673 
063 
068 
260 
590 
537 
020 
473 
430 
687
-4
-1
0
9 
-0
5 
1
-0
6 
15
0
1
6
2
1
10
5
6 
9 
5
4 
0 
9
15
5 
0
17
1
10 
-5 
9
13
6 
2 
-5 
6 
2 
-5
1
-0
0
7
-0
5
7
4
39%
17%
29%
57%
35%
18%
83%
71%
66%
20%
04%
68%
31%
20%
93%
36%
85%
50%
90%
20%
54%
91%
96%
98%
73%
46%
25%
55%
43%
52%
36%
65%
95%
47%
16%
28%
37%
34%
12%
12%
46%
68%
36%
39%
30%
15%
53%
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
$3,646 
$4,108 
$3,837 
$4,544 
$3,654 
$3,919 
$3,358 
0 $3,779 
0 $3,932 
0 $3,767 
$3,410 
$3/19 
$3,696 
$3,656 
$3,733 
$3,572 
0 $3,627 
0 $3,291 
46 $3,932 
0 $3,530 
0 $3,708 
0 $3,781 
0 $3,986 
0 $3,661 
$3,500 
$3,843 
$3,746 
$3,371 
$3,657 
$3,886 
$4,464 
$3,631 
$4,072 
$3,714 
$ 3 /%  
$4,256 
$3,695 
$3614 
$4/01 
0 $3,532 
0 $3,766 
0 $3,905 
0 $3,643 
0 $3,624 
0 $3,612 
0 $4,069 
0 $3,777
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
$3,879
$3,937
$3,788
$4,570
$3,996
$3,912
$3,554
$3,843
$3,906
$4,000
$3,923
$3,442
$3,744
$3,882
$3,843
$3,621
$4,020
$3,472
$4,203
$3,855
$3,914
$3,967
$4^25
$4,027
$4,050
$4,053
$3,755
$3,963
$3,710
$4,294
$4,225
$3,981
$4,640
$3,954
$3,880
$4,031
$3,931
$3,698
$3,891
$3,571
$3,748
$3,931
$3,911
$&609
$3,803
$4,359
$3,948
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Elementary School Model II Linear Formula Simulation with Small School Adjustment
Comparison with Model I
Sim
TSW W SU
Sim
Weights
$$
Unadj
Gain/
Loss
Under
Sim
Current Gains/ 
$$ Losses
Adjusted
Sim$$
Adj Sm 
Sim % Sch Current 
Gains/ Adj APPE 
Losses Unw 
Sm Sch Enr
Sim
APPE
2 514 1435 $3,346,577 7.94% $3,100,281 $0 $3,346,577 7/4% 0 $4,042 $4,363
2 515 1761 $4,107,028 18.29% $3,472,117 -$410,703 $3,696,326 6/6% 0 $3,746 $3,987
2 516 2103 $4,904,565 7/6% $4,576,868 $0 $4,904,565 7/6% 0 $4,108 $4,403
2 517 2150 $5,011,910 9.65% $4,570,659 $0 $5,011,910 965% 0 $3/82 $4,377
2 519 1084 $2,526,586 8.41% $2,330,587 $0 $2,526,566 8/1% 0 $3,580 $3661
2 520 1701 $3,965,604 15.05% $3,446,743 -$396,560 $3,569,044 3.55% 0 $3,535 $3,661
2 523 1851 $4,316,467 9.99% $3,924/61 $0 $4,316,467 9.99% 0 $3/16 $4,308
2 524 1803 $4,204,070 19.04% $3,531,548 -$420,407 $3,783,663 7.14% 0 $3,604 $3661
2 526 1713 $3,994,456 12.77% $3,542/32 -$399,446 $3,595,011 1.49% 0 $4,124 $4,185
2 529 1613 $3,759,937 11/1% $3,365,930 -$375,994 $3,383,943 0.54% 0 $3,782 $3602
2 539 1606 $3,744,397 12.82% $3,318,875 -$374,440 $3,369,958 1.54% 0 $3,659 $3,715
2 560 1268 $2,957,207 10.76% $2,669,959 -$295,721 $2,661,486 -0.32% 0 $3,798 $3,786
2 561 1964 $4,578,319 15.63% $3,959,558 -$457,832 $4,120,487 4.06% 0 $3,542 $3,686
2 902 1414 $3,297,953 -22.05% $4/30,664 $562,184 $3,860,137 -8.76% 0 $5,043 $4,601
2 903 1209 $2,819,201 -6.71% $3,021,950 $48,186 $2,867,387 -5.11% 0 $4,544 $4,312
2 921 1039 $2,423,209 0.98% $2,399,679 $0 $2,423,209 0.98% 0 $3,664 $ 3 /M
2 922 1333 $3,107,609 TL27% $2,792,758 -$310,761 $2,796,848 0.15% 0 $3,665 $3,670
2 925 1494 $3,483,913 4.53% $3,332,964 $0 $3,483,913 4.53% 0 $3615 $3,779
2 947 1575 $3,671,644 8/2% $3,386,599 $0 $3,671,644 8.42% 0 $3,638 $3,944
Note. T 1 = 9 Month Elementary School; T 2 = Year Round Elementary School; Sim WSÜ = 
Simulation Weighted Student Unit; Sim Weights $$ = Simulation Weights Funding; Unadj 
Gain/Loss Under Sim = Unadjusted Gain/Loss Under Simulation; Adjusted Sim $$ = Adjusted 
Simulation Funding; Adj Sim % Gains/Losses Sm Sch = Adjusted Simulation % Gains/Losses 
Small School; Sm Sch Adj Unw Enr = Small School Adjused Unweighted Enrollment; Current 
APPE = Current Average Per Pupil Expenditure; Sim APPE = Simuation Average Per Pupil 
Expenditures
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Middle School Model II Linear Formula Simulation with Small School Adjustment Comparison
with Model I
Unadj Adj Sm
Sim Sim Gain/ Current Gains/ Adjusted Sim % Sch Current Sim
T SW.WSU Weights Loss $$ Losses Sim $$ Gains/ Adj APPE APPE
$$ Under Losses Unw
Sim Sm Sch Enr
4 231 1793 $4,181,767 -10.81% $4,688,593 $242,951 $4,424,718 -5.63% 0 $3,347 $3,158
4 232 1860 $4,336,496 -6.16% $4,621,144 $50,290 $4,386,786 -5.07% 0 $3,547 $3,367
4 243 2536 $5,913,984 -7.43% $6,388,801 $143,829 $6,057,813 -5.18% 0 $3,019 $2,863
4 244 2098 $4,892,152 -10.07% $5,440,139 $248,181 $5,140,332 -5.51% 0 $2,992 $2,827
4 269 1223 $2,852,142 -13.62% $3,301,683 $245,726 $3,097,869 -6.17% 0 $3,066 $2,876
4 273 1210 $2,821,579 -20.14% $3,533,047 $427,117 $3,248,696 -8.05% 0 $3,287 $3,022
4 274 1092 $2,546,901 -14.96% $2,995,080 $253,769 $2,800,670 -6.49% 39 $3,117 $2,914
4 275 1658 $3,866,169 -11.04% $4,346,045 $233,581 $4,099,750 -5.67% 0 $3,056 $2,883
4 276 1927 $4,492,838 -3.85% $4,672,558 $0 $4,492,838 -3.85% 0 $3,211 $3,088
4 277 1729 $4,032,290 -13.84% $4,679,820 $356,319 $4,388,609 -6.22% 0 $3,049 $2,859
4 331 1471 $3,429,884 -7.06% $3,690,309 $70,553 $3,500,437 -5.15% 0 $3,459 $3,281
4 332 1807 $4/14,009 -3.23% $4,354,763 $0 $4,214,009 -3.23% 0 $3,233 $3,128
4 333 1858 $4,332,131 -0.12% $4,337,138 $0 $4,332,131 -0.12% 0 $3,141 $3,137
4 334 1998 $4,657,755 -6.00% $4,955,054 $46,573 $4,704,329 -5.06% 0 $3,203 $3,041
4 335 2193 $5,113,267 -8.98% $5,617,808 $203,564 $5,316,831 -5.36% 0 $3,121 $2,954
4 336 1908 $4,449,725 -8.29% $4,851,999 $146,435 $4,596,161 -5.27% 0 $3,108 $2,944
4 374 1735 $4,046,098 -19.97% $5,055,959 $605,850 $4,651,948 -7.99% 0 $3,362 $3,093
4 431 1563 $3,643,911 -10.09% $4,052,851 $185,482 $3,829,393 -5.51% 0 $3,199 $3,022
4 432 1733 $4,041,593 -13.82% $4,689,886 $356,599 $4,398,191 -6.22% 0 $3,448 $3,234
4 433 1863 $4,344,181 -4.51% $4,549,159 $0 $4,344,181 -4.51% 0 $3,041 $2,904
4 434 1556 $3,628,797 -10.69% $4,063,260 $206,568 $3,835,365 -5.61% 0 $3,138 $2,962
4 435 2046 $4,771,022 -10.24% $5,315,384 $250,061 $5,021,083 -5.54% 0 $3,071 $2,901
4 530 1441 $3,360/14 -20.71% $4/37,947 $527,932 $3,888,147 -8.25% 0 $3,361 $3,083
4 531 1924 $4,485,372 -2.78% $4,613,765 $0 $4,485,372 -2.78% 0 $3,023 $2,939
4 532 1879 $4,380,321 -8.23% $4,773,013 $141,368 $4,521,689 -5.27% 0 $3,429 $3,248
4 533 1636 $3,814,784 2.23% $3,731,472 $0 $3,814,784 2.23% 0 $3,000 $3,067
4 534 1507 $3,514,779 -14.35% $4,103,746 $328,700 $3,843,479 -6.34% 0 $3,714 $3,478
4 535 1320 $3,077,049 -13.01% $3,537,174 $246,418 $3,323,467 -6.04% 0 $3,318 $3,118
4 536 1655 $3,859,799 -4.39% $4,037,073 $0 $3,859,799 -4.39% 0 $2,829 $2,705
4 537 1234 $2,876,755 -11.83% $3,262,634 $196,402 $3,073,158 -5.81% 24 $3,343 $3,149
4 538 2100 $4,895,453 -7.89% $5,314,765 $141,457 $5,036,910 -5.23% 0 $2,976 $2,820
4 540 2252 $5,250/52 -4.16% $5,478,316 $0 $5 /5 0 /5 2  -4.16% 0 $3,106 $2,976
4 544 2574 $6,001,673 -1.93% $6,119,953 $0 $6,001,673 -1.93% 0 $2,738 $2,685
4 545 1808 $4,216,350 3.28% $4,082,399 $0 $4,216,350 3.28% 0 $2,835 $2,928
4 931 1661 $3,872,222 -6.82% $4,155,505 $70,361 $3,942,582 -5.12% 0 $2,825 $2,680
4 933 1088 $2,536,092 10.26% $2,300,165 $0 $2,536,092 10.26% 357 $3,577 $3,944
4 934 1575 $3,672,161 -12.42% $4,193,087 $272,601 $3,944,762 -5.92% 0 $3,174 $2,986
4 937 1 752 $4,086,057 -17.72% $4,965,882 $519,640 $4,605,697 -7.25% 0 $3,143 $2,915
4 938 1976 $4,606,893 -12.07% $5,239,497 $325,881 $4,932,773 -5.85% 0 $3,111 $2,929
4 939 1075 $2,507,188 19.45% $2,098,942 $0 $2,507,188 19.45% 563 $4,803 $5,737
Note. 1 4  = Middle School; Sim = Simulation; Unadj Gain/Loss Under Sim = Unadjusted 
Gain/Loss Under Simulation; Adj Sim % Gains/Losses Sm Sch = Adjusted Simulation with % 
Gains/Losses with Small School; Sm Sch Adj Unw Enr = Small School Adjustment with 
Unweighted Enrollment; APPE = Average Per Pupil Expenditure
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High School Model II Linear Formula Simulation with Small School Adjustment Comparison with
Model I
Sim
TSW W SU
Sim
Weights
$$
Unadj
Gain/
Loss
Under
Sim
Current
$$
Gains/
Losses
Adjusted
Simulation
$$
Adj 
Sim % 
Gains/
Losses 
Sm Sch
Sm
Sch Current 
Adj APPE
Unw
Enr
Sim
APPE
5 245 2983 $6,954,912 -7.30% $7,502,447 $159,830 $7,114,742 -5.17% 0 $3,203 $3,038
5 246 3885 $9,057,663 -4.89% $9,523,665 $0 $9,057,663 /.89% 0 $2,920 $2,777
5 251 3776 $8,803,859 -1.76% $8,961,225 $0 $8,803,859 -1.76% 0 $2,964 $2,912
5 351 3753 $8,750,067 -4.00% $9,114,964 $0 $8,750,067 -4.00% 0 $3,321 $3,188
5 352 2983 $6,954,165 -6.77% $7,459,076 $123,025 $7,077,190 -5.12% 0 $3,157 $2,995
5 353 1721 $4,013,823 -22.76% $5,196,518 $712,830 $4,726,653 -9.04% 0 $3,752 $3,413
5 436 1526 $3,557,575 -1.74% $3,620,725 $0 $3,557,575 -1.74% 247 $4,808 $4,725
5 451 3015 $7,029,871 -3.47% $7,282,374 $0 $7,029,871 -3.47% 0 $3,151 $3,042
5 452 3176 $7,405,724 -3.62% $7,684,256 $0 $7,405,724 -3.62% 0 $2,906 $2,801
5 453 3176 $7,404,646 -7.68% $8,021,020 $198,777 $7,603,423 -5.21% 0 $3,065 $2,905
5 454 3223 $7,514,874 -5.05% $7,914,418 $3,630 $7,518,504 -5.00% 0 $3,059 $2,906
5 551 3223 $7,515,347 -6.70% $8,055,305 $127,996 $7,643,344 -5.11% 0 $3,259 $3,092
5 552 3655 $8,523,022 -5.49% $9,018,228 $41,862 $8,564,884 -5.03% 0 $3,257 $3,093
5 554 3418 $7,970,625 -8.37% $8,698,797 $268,686 $8/39,311 -5.28% 0 $3,186 $3,018
5 555 3371 $7,859,968 -1.21% $7,956,529 $0 $7,859,968 -1/1% 0 $2,798 $2,764
5 562 3562 $8,306,446 1.08% $8,217,739 $0 $8,306,446 1.08% 0 $3,113 $3,146
5 563 4007 $9,343,370 -3.39% $9,671,384 $0 $9,343,370 -3.39% 0 $2,815 $2,719
5 564 1415 $3,298,873 -14.63% $3,864,219 $317,691 $3,616,564 -6.41% 0 $3,291 $3,081
5 572 2188 $5,101,791 -17.61% $6,192,347 $643,404 $5,745,196 -7/2% 0 $3,308 $3,069
5 573 2022 $4,714,581 -10.34% $5,258,581 $251,994 $4,966,575 -5.55% 0 $3,050 $2,881
5 870 2640 $6,156,117 -4.81% $6,467,182 $0 $6,156,117 -4.81% 0 $3,683 $3,506
5 932 262 $611,515 $1,541,265 $611,515 $7,339 $2,912
5 940 3836 $8,944,821 -3.19% $9/39,491 $0 $8,944,821 -3.19% 0 $2,812 $2,722
5 941 1124 $2,621,337 -16.57% $3,141,992 $303,311 $2,924,648 -6.92% 300 $4,489 $4,178
5 942 1118 $2,606,002 -5.70% $2,763,603 $18,313 $2,624,315 -5.04% 422 $4,781 $4,540
5 944 1158 $2,700,697 -27.28% $3,713,629 $601,609 $3,302,306 -11.08% 72 $4,002 $3,559
5 945 3626 $8,454,808 -10.05% $9,398,977 $426,582 $8,881,391 -5.51% 0 $3,011 $2,845
5 946 1104 $2,574,680 17.89% $2,183,989 $2,574,680 17.89% 586 $5,275 $6,219
5 951 2402 $5,601,439 -12.94% $6,433,991 $444,749 $6,046,188 -6.03% 0 $3,342 $3,141
Note. T 5 = High School; Sim = Simulation; Unadj Gain/Loss Under Sim = Unadjusted Gain/Loss 
Under Simulation; Adj Sim % Gains/Losses Sm Sch = Adjusted Simulation with % Gains/Losses 
with Small School; Sm Sch Adj Unw Enr = Small School Adjustment with Unweighted Enrollment; 
APPE = Average Per Pupil Expenditure
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
174
Elementary School Model II Linear Formula Simulation Comparison to Current Formula,
Model I, with No Loss Provision
Direct Sim No Loss Gain/Loss Current $$ Cur Sm
Type Site# Exp wsu Simulation Under Enr Sch Current Sim
P/P Weights $$ Simulation Adj APPE APPE
1 204 $3,995 994 $3,040,285 45.31% $2,092,302 609 0 $3,436 $4,992
1 209 $3,800 1238 $3,786,936 46.28% $2,588,822 766 0 $3,380 $4,944
1 212 $4,584 1067 $3,264,167 42.79% $2,285,954 587 0 $3,894 $5,561
1 219 $4,546 1248 $3,817,950 39.65% $2,734,016 619 0 $4,417 $6,168
1 227 $9,061 36 $109,436 $168,724 19 $5,760
1 229 $4,737 1105 $3,382,714 21.54% $2,783,214 641 0 $4,342 $5,277
1 230 $4,033 1307 $3,999,514 32.50% $3,018,482 804 0 $3,754 $4,975
1 250 $4 /35 1292 $3,954,226 43.19% $2,761,544 752 0 $3,672 $5,258
1 252 $4,713 847 $2,591,812 17.04% $2/14,507 489 11 $4,529 $5,300
1 255 $3,570 1614 $4,938,871 44.08% $3,427,782 873 0 $3,926 $5,657
1 272 $3,962 1260 $3,854,439 28.15% $3,007,724 734 0 $4,098 $5,251
1 280 $4,320 828 $2,534,578 30.81% $1,937,599 505 0 $3,837 $5,019
1 313 $4,964 1094 $3,348,554 5.91% $3,161,747 657 0 $4,812 $5,097
1 314 $3,685 1200 $3,672,149 35.05% $2,719,189 709 0 $3,835 $5,179
1 315 $5,942 718 $2,196,660 18.16% $1,859,068 289 211 $6,433 $7,601
1 318 $3,845 1361 $4,163,436 34.95% $3,085,254 825 0 $3,740 $5,047
1 319 $4,866 880 $2,692,188 35.15% $1,991,963 415 85 $4,800 $6,487
1 322 $4,512 1066 $3,263,055 26.23% $2,584,921 571 0 $4,527 $5,715
1 324 $5,523 862 $2,636,312 12.96% $2,333,756 492 8 $4,743 $5,358
1 329 $4,824 1264 $3,869,280 16.86% $3,310,900 736 0 $4,499 $5,257
1 360 $4,194 1328 $4,063,823 50.00% $2,709,171 759 0 $3,569 $5,354
1 361 $3,843 1143 $3,496,695 41.27% $2,475,211 701 0 $3,531 $4,988
1 362 $4,258 1153 $3,527,331 33.83% $2,635,592 673 0 $3,916 $5,241
1 373 $4,016 1438 $4,399,136 54.44% $2,848,514 787 0 $3,619 $5,590
1 410 $4,622 1030 $3,152,989 19.46% $2,639,262 568 0 $4,647 $5,551
1 411 $5,734 787 $2,409,362 16.76% $2,063,448 458 42 $4,505 $5,261
1 412 $5,061 972 $2,974,002 16.56% $2,551,400 524 0 $4,869 $5,676
1 413 $5,699 815 $2,492,411 20.06% $2,076,004 376 124 $5,521 $6,629
1 414 $4,289 1385 $4,239,538 43.39% $2,956,743 750 0 $3,942 $5,653
1 415 $4,609 818 $2,503,947 20.15% $2,084,074 470 30 $4,434 $5,328
1 417 $4,712 1248 $3,819,125 21.50% $3,143,198 696 0 $4,516 $5,487
1 418 $4,232 1282 $3,923,712 30.62% $3,003,880 713 0 $4,213 $5,503
1 419 $5,140 1110 $3,395,480 15.60% $2,937,391 598 0 $4,912 $5,678
1 420 $3,745 1210 $3,702,653 43.73% $2,576,206 733 0 $3,515 $5,051
1 421 $4,647 1038 $3,175,695 18.79% $2,673,258 583 0 $4,585 $5,447
1 422 $4,038 1198 $3,665,700 35.34% $2,708,413 726 0 $3,731 $5,049
1 423 $4/14 1158 $3,543,147 29.48% $2,736,386 649 0 $4,216 $5,459
1 424 $4,483 1197 $3,663,993 30.25% $2,813,010 679 0 $4,143 $5,396
1 425 $4,466 1005 $3,075,973 46.95% $2,093,205 592 0 $3,536 $5,196
1 427 $5,582 812 $2,483,520 21.05% $2,051,653 441 59 $4,652 $5,632
1 429 $4,272 1180 $3,612,303 37.31% $2,630,749 654 0 $4,023 $5,523
1 430 $3,812 1414 $4,326,479 54.08% $2,807,935 736 0 $3,815 $5,878
1 461 $3,813 1309 $4,004,153 44.84% $2,764,448 790 0 $3,499 $5,069
1 463 $3,671 1253 $3,834,827 36.55% $2,808,363 808 0 $3,476 $4,746
1 465 $3,865 1387 $4,244,730 29.40% $3,280,394 818 0 $4,010 $5,189
1 466 $3,717 1337 $4,089,884 37.19% $2,981,096 815 0 $3,658 $5,018
1 510 $4,450 1476 $4,516,621 30.34% $3,465,198 850 0 $4,077 $5,314
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Elementary School Model II Linear Formula Simulation Comparison to Current Formula,
Model I, with No Loss Provision _______________
Direct Sim No Loss Gain/Loss
Type Site# Exp WSU Simulation Under
P/P Weights $$ Simulation
Current $$ Cur
Enr
Sm
Sch Current
APPE
Sim
/\PPE
1 512 $3,754 1352 $4,137,640 53.00% $2,704,357 745 0 $3,630 $5,554
1 513 $5,832 849 $2,599,072 2.29% $2,540,918 405 95 $6,274 $6,417
1 518 $3,948 1299 $3,974,399 35.30% $2,937,396 720 0 $4,080 $5,520
1 521 $5,890 744 $2,275,249 15.22% $1,974,710 311 189 $6,350 $7,316
1 522 $4,490 1141 $3,492,972 27.62% $2,737,105 646 0 $4,237 $5,407
1 525 $5,036 1025 $3,136,826 10.76% $2,832,143 595 0 $4,760 $5,272
1 527 $4,267 1346 $4,119,590 44.57% $2,849,529 776 0 $3,672 $5,309
1 528 $3,970 1211 $3,705,107 50.86% $2,455,968 711 0 $3,454 $5/11
1 541 $3,998 1085 $3,320,953 28.85% $2,577,462 649 0 $3,971 $5,117
1 542 $3,574 1706 $5,220,797 41/3% $3,696,642 1001 0 $3,693 $5,216
1 543 $4,492 1346 $4,118,523 28.09% $3/15,397 799 0 $4,024 $5,155
1 900 $6,148 813 $2,489,296 15.02% $2,164,202 396 104 $5,465 $6 /86
1 901 $4,574 762 $2,332,359 17.78% $1,980,320 524 0 $3,779 $4,451
1 904 $3,973 1383 $4,230,736 40.08% $3,020,193 853 0 $3,541 $4,960
1 910 $4,923 959 $2,933,428 27.38% $2,302,909 550 0 $4,187 $5,334
1 911 $4,245 1295 $3,963,712 30.16% $3,045,234 766 0 $3,976 $5,175
1 912 $6,535 60 $182,753 $149,333 34 $4,392 $5,375
1 913 $5,296 852 $2,608,283 39.26% $1,872,975 440 60 $4,257 $5,928
1 914 $13,200 21 $65,545 $93,534 9 $7 /83
1 915 $5,630 307 $937,953 $651,345 217 $3,002 $4,322
1 916 $7,244 648 $1,982,125 62.05% $1/23,166 195 305 $6,273 $10,165
1 918 $4,868 990 $3,029,730 24.41% $2,435,300 537 0 $4,535 $5,642
, 1 919 $9,707 61 $186,425 $201,989 28 $6,658
1 920 $4,904 1022 $3,127,391 23.78% $2,526,497 624 0 $4,049 $5,012
1 923 $4,575 1064 $3,254,740 39.39% $2,334,936 624 0 $3,742 $5 /16
1 924 $3,614 1388 $4,246,211 49.36% $2,842,954 789 0 $3,603 $5,382
1 926 $4,733 656 $2,005,859 $1,112,516 262 238 $7,656
1 927 $4,071 1033 $3,160,678 41.50% $2/33,770 636 0 $3,512 $4,970
1 929 $4,548 909 $2,782,550 31.30% $2,119,272 550 0 $3,853 $5,059
2 201 $3,441 1638 $5,011,266 65.35% $3,030,626 963 0 $3,147 $5,204
2 202 $3,302 2003 $6,128,187 56.45% $3,917,054 1192 0 $3,286 $5,141
2 203 $4,394 1071 $3,277,291 33.45% $2,455,880 644 0 $3,813 $5,089
2 205 $4,005 1239 $3,792,064 48/9% $2,557,279 690 0 $3,706 $5,496
2 207 $4,156 1268 $3,879,162 40.60% $2,758,966 755 0 $3,654 $5,138
2 208 $3,940 1494 $4,570,669 73.06% $2,641,038 767 0 $3,443 $5,959
2 213 $4,277 2158 $6,602,786 58.09% $4,176,630 1105 0 $3,780 $5,975
2 215 $3,939 1532 $4,688,138 49.66% $3,132,584 834 0 $3,756 $5,621
2 217 $4,191 1654 $5,059,979 42.49% $3,551,077 948 0 $3,746 $5,338
2 221 $3,570 1983 $6,069,312 52.55% $3,978,573 1113 0 $3,575 $5,453
2 222 $4,096 1632 $4,993,873 41.75% $3,523,096 899 0 $3,919 $5,555
2 223 $4,187 1414 $4,325,912 46.57% $2,951,374 793 0 $3,722 $5,455
2 224 $3,587 1735 $5,309,616 53.76% $3,453,147 949 0 $3,639 $5,595
2 225 $3,698 1669 $5,107,242 55.58% $3,282,664 935 0 $3,511 $5,462
2 228 $4,610 1122 $3,433,177 23.31% $2,784,221 644 0 $4,323 $5,331
2 233 $3,678 1988 $6,084,023 48.87% $4,086,715 1159 0 $3,526 $5,249
2 234 $4,102 1506 $4,609,421 37.86% $3,343,583 925 0 $3,615 $4,983
2 235 $4,515 1056 $3,231,964 33.27% $2,425,064 656 0 $3,697 $4,927
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Elementary School Model II Linear Formula Simulation Comparison to Current Formula,
Model 1, with No Loss Provision
Direct 
Type Site# Exp 
P/P
Sim
WSU
No Loss 
Simulation 
Weights $$
Gain/Loss
Under
Simulation
Current $$ Cur ;
Enr ;
Sm
Sch Current 
Adj APPE
Sim
APPE
2 236 $3,790 1722 $5,269,381 39.63% $3,773,872 1035 0 $3,646 $5,091
2 237 $3,998 1354 $4,143,660 25.76% $3/94,895 802 0 $4,108 $5,167
2 238 $4,282 1425 $4,359,682 29.55% $3,365,245 877 0 $3,837 $4,971
2 239 $4,317 1292 $3,952,524 31.99% $2,994,604 659 0 $4,544 $5,998
2 240 $3,848 1630 $4,987,180 43.50% $3,475,343 951 0 $3,654 $5,244
2 241 $4,123 1517 $4,641,257 31.01% $3,542,777 904 0 $3,919 $5,134
2 247 $3,720 1702 $5,208,895 54.33% $3,375,231 1005 0 $3,358 $5,183
2 248 $3,949 1388 $4,247,094 33.48% $3,181,842 842 0 $3,779 $5,044
2 249 $4,248 1297 $3,967,402 30.37% $3,043,237 774 0 $3,932 $5,126
2 253 $4,132 1376 $4,210,538 39.37% $3,021,149 802 0 $3,767 $5,250
2 254 $3,996 1795 $5,491,221 67.75% $3/73,510 960 0 $3,410 $5,720
2 256 $3,586 1706 $5,219,830 46.81% $3,555,569 1040 0 $3,419 $5,019
2 257 $3,781 1375 $4,206,252 32.95% $3,163,678 856 0 $3,696 $4,914
2 258 $4,307 1345 $4,115,455 54.86% $2,657,613 727 0 $3,656 $5,661
2 259 $3,947 1580 $4,835,955 50.10% $3,221,910 863 0 $3,733 $5,604
2 270 $3,395 1870 $5,723,179 47.80% $3,872,134 1084 0 $3,572 $5,280
2 271 $3,709 1307 $3,998,979 45.47% $2,748,989 758 0 $3,627 $5,276
2 279 $3,373 1440 $4,405,023 53.84% $2,863,399 870 0 $3,291 $5,063
2 281 $4,467 818 $2,504,202 40.30% $1,784,913 454 46 $3,932 $5,516
2 282 $3,907 1050 $3,212,449 43.31% $2/41,546 635 0 $3,530 $5,059
2 283 $3,854 953 $2,917,471 38.51% $2,106,267 568 0 $3,708 $5,136
2 309 $4,011 1116 $3,415,070 37.68% $2,480,355 656 0 $3,781 $5,206
2 310 $3,948 1511 $4,624,492 47.22% $3,141,160 788 0 $3,986 $5,869
2 311 $3,847 1683 $5,149,525 60.37% $3/10,998 877 0 $3,661 $5,872
2 312 $3,830 2598 $7,949,853 68.75% $4,710,921 1346 0 $3,500 $5,906
2 317 $3,814 1703 $5/12,151 53.78% $3,389,460 882 0 $3,843 $5,909
2 320 $3,725 1625 $4,971,488 46.18% $3,400,927 908 0 $3,746 $5,475
2 321 $3,485 1955 $5,980,831 71.41% $3,489,250 1035 0 $3,371 $5,779
2 327 $3,889 1755 $5,371,371 47.90% $3,631,645 993 0 $3,657 $5,409
2 328 $3,861 1624 $4,970,660 45.04% $3,427,062 882 0 $3,886 $5,636
2 363 $4,615 1426 $4,362,893 19.62% $3,647,186 817 0 $4,464 $5,340
2 364 $4,004 1286 $3,934,303 43.90% $2,734,053 753 0 $3,631 $5,225
2 365 $3,951 1321 $4,043,447 49.54% $2,703,896 664 0 $4,072 $6,090
2 366 $4,375 1531 $4,685,858 39.73% $3,353,550 903 0 $3,714 $5,189
2 367 $4,047 1506 $4,608,370 34.07% $3,437,240 905 0 $3,798 $5,092
2 368 $4,255 1213 $3,712,804 19.83% $3,098,376 728 0 $4,256 $5,100
2 369 $3,894 1512 $4,626,995 39.59% $3,314,664 897 0 $3,695 $5,158
2 370 $4,118 1776 $5,435,668 49.23% $3,642,565 1008 0 $3,614 $5,393
2 371 $4,311 1204 $3,685,062 22.43% $3,010,028 734 0 $4,101 $5,021
2 372 $3,825 1469 $4,494,251 47.45% $3,047,886 863 0 $3,532 $5,208
2 416 $4,096 1645 $5,034,063 45.15% $3,468,128 921 0 $3,766 $5,466
2 426 $4,008 1397 $4,276,283 46.81% $2,912,849 746 0 $3,905 $5,732
2 428 $4,185 1156 $3,536,240 40.89% $2,509,847 689 0 $3,643 $5,132
2 459 $4,068 1564 $4,784,361 45.25% $3,293,817 909 0 $3,624 $5,263
2 460 $3,773 1605 $4,911,524 38.19% $3,554/72 984 0 $3,612 $4,991
2 462 $4,315 1709 $5,229,063 40.62% $3,718,683 914 0 $4,069 $5,721
2 464 $3,986 1339 $4,098,134 37.18% $2,987,344 791 0 $3,777 $5,181
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Elementary School Model II Linear Formula Simulation Comparison to Current Formula,
Model I, with No Loss Provision
Direct Sim No Loss Gain/Loss Current $$ Cur Sm
Type Site# Exp WSU Simulation Under Enr Sch Current Sim
P/P Weights $$ Simulation Adj APPE APPE
2 514 $4,321 1435 $4,391,961 41.66% $3,100,281 767 0 $4,042 $5,726
2 515 $3,745 1761 $5,389,957 55.24% $3,472,117 927 0 $3,746 $5,814
2 516 $3,996 2103 $6,436,624 40.63% $4,576,868 1114 0 $4,108 $5,778
2 517 $4,016 2150 $6,577,501 43.91% $4,570,659 1145 0 $3,992 $5,745
2 519 $4,420 1084 $3,315,800 42.27% $2,330,587 651 0 $3,580 $5,093
2 520 $3,984 1701 $5,204,356 50.99% $3,446,743 975 0 $3,535 $5,338
2 523 $4,187 1851 $5,664,819 44.35% $3,924,261 1002 0 $3,916 $5,654
2 524 $3,679 1803 $5,517,313 56/3% $3,531,548 980 0 $3,604 $5,630
2 526 $4,164 1713 $5,242,221 47.99% $3,542,232 859 0 $4,124 $6,103
2 529 $3,925 1613 $4,934,444 46.60% $3,365,930 890 0 $3,782 $5,544
2 539 $3,883 1606 $4,914,050 48.06% $3,318,875 907 0 $3,659 $5,418
2 560 $4/38 1268 $3,880,961 45.36% $2,669,959 703 0 $3,798 $5,521
2 561 $3,681 1964 $6,008,467 51.75% $3,959,558 1118 0 $3,542 $5,374
2 902 $3,681 1415 $4,330,596 2.36% $4,230,664 839 0 $5,043 $5,162
2 903 $3,681 1209 $3,699,846 22.43% $3,021,950 665 0 $4,544 $5,564
2 921 $3,681 1039 $3,180,156 32.52% $2,399,679 655 0 $3,664 $4,855
2 922 $3,681 1333 $4,078,346 46.03% $2,792,758 762 0 $3,665 $5,352
2 925 $3,681 1494 $4,572,197 37.18% $3,332,964 922 0 $3,615 $4,959
2 947 $3,681 1575 $4,818,570 42/8% $3,386,599 931 0 $3,638 $5,176
Note. Type 1 = 9 Month Elementary School; Type 2 = Year Round Elementary School; 
Direct Exp P/P = Direct Expenditure Per Pupil; Sim WSU = Simulation Weighted Student 
Unit; Sm Sch Enr = Small School Enrollment; Current APPE = Current Average Per Pupil 
Expenditure, Model I; Sim APPE = Simulation Average Per Pupil Expenditure
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Middle School Model II Linear Formula Simulation Comparison to Current Formula,
Model I. with No Loss Provision
Type Site#
Direct
Exp
P/P
Sim
WSU
No Loss 
Simulation 
Weights $$
Gain/Loss
Under
Simulation
Current $$ Curr Sm 
Enr Sch 
Adj
Current Sim 
/\PPE APPE
4 231 $3,553 1793 $5,488,043 17.05% $4,688,593 1401 $3,347 $3,917
4 232 $3,290 1860 $5,691,104 23.15% $4,621,144 1303 $3,547 $4/19
4 243 $3,044 2536 $7,761,360 21.48% $6,388,801 2116 $3,019 $3,668
4 244 $3,401 2098 $6,420,333 18.02% $5,440,139 1818 $2,992 $3,532
4 269 $3,316 1223 $3,743,078 13.37% $3,301,683 1077 $3,066 $3,475
4 273 $4,198 1210 $3,702,967 4.81% $3,533,047 1075 $3,287 $3,445
4 274 $3,700 1131 $3,461,827 15.58% $2,995,080 961 39 $3,117 $3,602
4 275 $3,211 1658 $5,073,859 16.75% $4,346,045 1422 $3,056 $3,568
4 276 $3,395 1927 $5,896,283 26.19% $4,672,558 1455 $3,211 $4,052
4 277 $3,517 1729 $5,291,872 13.08% $4,679,820 1535 $3,049 $3,447
4 331 $3,639 1471 $4,501,291 21.98% $3,690,309 1067 $3,459 $4,219
4 332 $3,326 1807 $5,530,356 27.00% $4,354,763 1347 $3,233 $4,106
4 333 $3,309 1858 $5,685,376 31.09% $4,337,138 1381 $3,141 $4,117
4 334 $3,641 1998 $6,112,717 23.36% $4,955,054 1547 $3,203 $3,951
4 335 $3,523 2193 $6,710,519 19.45% $5,617,808 1800 $3,121 $3,728
4 336 $3,574 1908 $5,839,704 20.36% $4,851,999 1561 $3,108 $3,741
4 374 $3,757 1735 $5,309,994 5.02% $5,055,959 1504 $3,362 $3,531
4 431 $3,304 1563 $4,782,174 18.00% $4,052,851 1267 $3,199 $3,774
4 432 $3,646 1733 $5,304,082 13.10% $4,689,886 1360 $3,448 $3,900
4 433 $3,551 1863 $5,701,190 25.32% $4,549,159 1496 $3,041 $3,811
4 434 $3,411 1556 $4,762,339 17.20% $4,063/60 1295 $3,138 $3,677
4 435 $3,499 2046 $6,261,366 17.80% $5,315,384 1731 $3,071 $3,617
4 530 $3,762 1441 $4,409,858 4.06% $4,237,947 1261 $3,361 $3,497
4 531 $3,380 1924 $5,886,485 27.59% $4,613,765 1526 $3,023 $3,857
4 532 $3,570 1879 $5,748,620 20.44% $4,773,013 1392 $3,429 $4,130
4 533 $3,555 1636 $5,006,423 34.17% $3,731,472 1244 $3,000 $4,024
4 534 $4,004 1507 $4,612,705 12.40% $4,103,746 1105 $3,714 $4,174
4 535 $3,807 1320 $4,038,239 14.17% $3,537,174 1066 $3,318 $3,788
4 536 $3,361 1655 $5,065,500 25.47% $4,037,073 1427 $2,829 $3,550
4 537 $3,936 1258 $3,848,819 17.97% $3,262,634 976 24 $3,343 $3,943
4 538 $3,260 2100 $6,424,666 20.68% $5,314,765 1786 $2,976 $3,597
4 540 $3,312 2252 $6,890,294 25.77% $5,478,316 1764 $3,106 $3,906
4 544 $3,083 2574 $7,876,440 28.70% $6,119,953 2235 $2,738 $3,524
4 545 $3,350 1808 $5,533,429 35.54% $4,082,399 1440 $2,835 $3,843
4 931 $3,268 1661 $5,081,803 22.29% $4,155,505 1471 $2,825 $3,455
4 933 $4,646 1088 $3,328,301 44.70% $2,300,165 643 357 $3,577 $5,176
4 934 $3,590 1575 $4,819,249 14.93% $4,193,087 1321 $3,174 $3,648
4 937 $3,677 1752 $5,362,436 7.99% $4,965,882 1580 $3,143 $3,394
4 938 $3,837 1976 $6,045,966 15.39% $5,239,497 1684 $3,111 $3,590
4 939 $5,800 1075 $3,290,369 56.76% $2,098,942 437 563 $4,803 $7,529
Note. Type 4 = Middle School; Direct Exp P/P = Direct Expenditure Per Pupil; Sim 
WSU = Simulation Weighted Student Unit; Sm Sch Enr = Small School Enrollment; 
Current APPE = Current Average Per Pupil Expenditure, Model I; Sim APPE = 
Simulation Average Per Pupil Expenditure
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High School Model II Linear Formula Simulation Comparison to Current Formula,
Model I with No Loss Provision
Direct Sim No Loss Gain/Loss Current $$ Curr Sm
Type Site# Exp WSU Simulation Under Enr Sch Cument Sim
P/P Weights $$ Simulation Adj APPE APPE
5 245 $3,233 2900 $8,873,772 18.28% $7,502,447 2342 $3/03 $3,789
5 246 $3,260 3824 $11,702,830 22.88% $9,523,665 3262 $2,920 $3,588
5 251 $3,223 3667 $11,221,028 25.22% $8,961/25 3023 $2,964 $3,712
5 351 $3,646 3655 $11,183,481 22.69% $9,114,964 2745 $3,321 $4,074
5 352 $3,489 2898 $8,868,202 18.89% $7,459,076 2363 $3,157 $3,753
5 353 $4,126 1715 $5/48,053 0.99% $5,196,518 1385 $3,752 $3,789
5 436 $5,730 1520 $4,650,814 28.45% $3,620,725 753 247 $4,808 $6,176
5 451 $3,528 2932 $8,973,064 23.22% $7,282,374 2311 $3,151 $3,883
5 452 $3,544 3127 $9,567,610 24.51% $7,684,256 2644 $2,906 $3,619
5 453 $3,610 3121 $9,551,507 19.08% $8,021,020 2617 $3,065 $3,650
5 454 $3,243 3146 $9,627,929 21.65% $7,914,418 2587 $3,059 $3,722
5 551 $3,801 3161 $9,672,309 20.07% $8,055,305 2472 $3/59 $3,913
5 552 $3,684 3578 $10,947,631 21.39% $9,018,228 2769 $3,257 $3,954
5 554 $3,627 3345 $10/36,144 17.67% $8,698,797 2730 $3,186 $3,750
5 555 $3,300 3341 $10,223,112 28.49% $7,956,529 2844 $2,798 $3,595
5 562 $3,246 3443 $10,537,024 28.22% $8/17,739 2640 $3,113 $3,991
5 563 $3,083 3916 $11,981,701 23.89% $9,671,384 3436 $2,815 $3,487
5 564 $4,270 1349 $4,128,925 6.85% $3,864,219 1174 $3/91 $3,517
5 572 $3,729 2152 $6,584,687 6.34% $6,192,347 1872 $3,308 $3,517
5 573 $3,617 1958 $5,991,148 13.93% $5/58,581 1724 $3,050 $3,476
5 870 $4,433 2585 $7,911,440 22.33% $6,467,182 1756 $3,683 $4,505
5 932 $10,461 272 $831,607 $1,541/65 210 $7,339 $3,960
5 940 $3,163 3781 $11,568,509 25.21% $9,239,491 3286 $2,812 $3,521
5 941 $5,656 1105 $3,380,504 7.59% $3,141,992 700 300 $4,489 $4,829
5 942 $6,428 1106 $3,383,023 22.41% $2,763,603 578 422 $4,781 $5,853
5 944 $4,904 1216 $3,719,663 0.16% $3,713,629 928 72 $4,002 $4,008
5 945 $3,371 3668 $11/23,779 19.41% $9,398,977 3122 $3,011 $3,595
5 946 $6,569 1097 $3,356,300 53.68% $2,183,989 414 586 $5,275 $8,107
5 951 $3,902 2350 $7,189,921 11.75% $6,433,991 1925 $3,342 $3,735
Note. Type 5 = High School; Direct Exp P/P = Direct Expenditure Per Pupil; Sim 
WSU = Simulation Weighted Student Unit; Sm Sch Enr = Small School Enrollment; 
Current APPE = Current Average Per Pupil Expenditure, Model I; Sim APPE = 
Simulation Average Per Pupil Expenditure
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Elementary School Model
Model I, Current Formula
Non-Linear Formula with Smali School Adjustment Comparison with
NN Unadjust Direct Special
Sim Sim Gain/Loss Exp Needs
Type Site# WSU Weights Under Current $$ Gains/ SSA Current Index NN Sim
$$ Sim Losses APPE w/WSU APPE
1 204 960 $2 309,963 10.40% $2,092 302 -$230,996 $3,436 6.10 $3,793
1 209 1245 $2 995/02 15.70% $2,588 822 -$299,520 $3,380 58.40 $3,910
1 212 1044 $2 512,365 9.90% $2,285 954 $3,894 87.51 $4,280
1 219 1158 $2 786,210 1.91% $2,734 016 $0 0 $4,417 143.06 $4,501
1 227 36 $86,763 $168 724 1.81 $4,566
1 229 1051 $2 528,454 -9.15% $2,783 214 $105,018 0 $4,342 23.11 $3,945
1 230 1292 $3 110,608 3.05% $3,018 482 0 $3,754 44.03 $3,869
1 250 1280 $3 079,884 11.53% $2,761 544 0 $3,672 86.57 $4,096
1 252 820 $1 973,694 -10.87% $2,214 507 $115,942 11 $4,529 80.74 $4,036
1 255 1554 $3 739,995 9.11% $3,427 782 $0 0 $3,926 182.54 $4,284
1 272 1221 $2 939,061 -2.28% $3,007 724 $0 0 $4,098 46.38 $4,004
1 280 803 $1 933,519 -0.21% $1,937 599 $0 0 $3,837 5.06 $3,829
1 313 1057 $2 544,696 -19.52% $3,161 747 $369,392 0 $4,812 37.62 $3,873
1 314 1171 $2 817,689 3.62% $2,719 189 $0 0 $3,835 137.16 $3,974
1 315 709 $1 707,452 -8.16% $1,859 068 $53,879 211 $6,433 49.14 $5,908
1 318 1351 $3 252,622 5.42% $3,085 254 0 $3,740 58.93 $3,943
1 319 841 $2 024,056 1.61% $1,991 963 $0 85 $4,800 90.55 $4,877
1 322 1032 $2 483,749 -3.91% $2,584 921 $0 0 $4,527 120.35 $4,350
1 324 840 $2 021,739 -13.37% $2,333 756 $169,214 8 $4,743 15/8 $4,109
1 329 1216 $2 927,125 -11.59% $3,310 900 $192,934 0 $4,499 25.06 $3,977
1 360 1304 $3 138,380 15.84% $2,709 171 -$313,838 0 $3,569 99.13 $4,135
1 361 1078 $2 593,563 4.78% $2,475 211 0 $3,531 7.03 $3,700
362 1119 $2 693,147 2.18% $2,635,592 0 $3,916 33.49 $4,002
1 373 1423 $3 425,704 20.26% $2,848 514 -$342,570 0 $3,619 76.31 $4,353
410 1020 $2 455,932 -6.95% $2,639 262 $47,799 0 $4,647 108.41 $4,324
1 411 745 $1 792,336 -13.14% $2,063 448 $145,874 42 $4,505 4.59 $3,913
1 412 947 $2 279,497 -10.66% $2,551 400 $128,951 0 $4,869 81.22 $4,350
1 413 811 $1 951,985 -5.97% $2,076 004 $19,011 124 $5,521 69.16 $5,191
1 414 1330 $3 201,955 8.29% $2,956.743 0 $3,942 130.96 $4,269
1 415 787 $1 894,224 -9.11% $2,084,074 $77,844 30 $4,434 18.86 $4,030
1 417 1230 $2 961,088 -5.79% $3,143,198 $23,505 0 $4,516 101.84 $4,254
418 1255 $3 020,543 0.55% $3,003,880 $0 0 $4,213 109.36 $4,236
419 1082 $2 603,009 -11.38% $2,937 391 $166,167 0 $4,912 103.48 $4,353
1 420 1135 $2 731,951 6.05% $2,576 206 0 $3,515 7.44 $3,727
1 421 996 $2 398,022 -10.30% $2,673 258 $126,997 0 $4,585 93.07 $4,113
1 422 1171 $2 818,401 4.06% $2,708 413 0 $3,731 8.78 $3,882
423 1122 $2 700,901 -1.30% $2,736,386 $0 0 $4,216 91.71 $4,162
1 424 1182 $2 844,301 1.11% $2,813 010 $0 0 $4,143 100.34 $4,189
1 425 982 $2 362,659 12.87% $2,093 205 -$236,266 0 $3,536 50.78 $3,991
1 427 780 $1 877,574 -8.48% $2,051 653 $65,430 59 $4,652 4.42 $4,258
1 429 1158 $2 786,951 5.94% $2,630 749 0 $4,023 91.06 $4,261
430 1379 $3 319,921 18.23% $2,807 935 -$331,992 0 $3,815 142.42 $4,511
1 461 1289 $3 103,187 12.25% $2,764 448 -$310,319 0 $3,499 71.60 $3,928
1 463 1183 $2 847,181 1.38% $2,808 363 0 $3,476 21.14 $3,524
1 465 1359 $3 271,737 -0.26% $3,280 394 $0 0 $4,010 51.19 $4,000
1 466 1281 $3,082,364 3.40% $2,981 096 0 $3,658 13.61 $3,782
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
181
Elementary School Model
Model I, Current Formula
Non-Linear Formula with Small School Adjustment Comparison with
Sim
Type Site# WSU
NN
Sim
Weights
$$
Unadjust 
Gain/Loss 
Under Current $$ 
Sim
Gains/
Losses
Direct 
Exp 
SSA Current 
APPE
Special
Needs
Index
w/WSU
NN Sim 
APPE
1 510 1454 $3,500,296 1.01% $3,465,198 $0 0 $4,077 110.05 $4,118
1 512 1299 $3,127,064 15.63% $2,704,357 -$312,706 0 $3,630 124.51 $4,197
1 513 829 $1,995,001 -21.49% $2,540,918 $328,877 95 $6,274 77.48 $4,926
1 518 1244 $2,993,117 1.90% $2,937,396 0 $4,080 120.48 $4,157
1 521 735 $1,770,016 -10.37% $1,974,710 $94,975 189 $6,350 58.61 $5,691
1 522 1126 $2,709,384 -1.01% $2,737,105 $0 0 $4,237 94.76 $4,194
1 525 983 $2,364,797 -16.50% $2,832,143 $271,987 0 $4,760 29.62 $3,974
1 527 1310 $3,153,159 10.66% $2,849,529 -$315,316 0 $3,672 120.44 $4,063
1 528 1200 $2,887,447 17.57% $2,455,968 -$288,745 0 $3,454 102.52 $4,061
1 541 1037 $2,495,510 -3.18% $2,577,462 $0 0 $3,971 6.50 $3,845
1 542 1691 $4,069,552 10.09% $3,696,642 0 $3,693 126.39 $4,065
1 543 1304 $3,137,714 -2.42% $3,215,397 $0 0 $4,024 33.17 $3,927
900 805 $1,936,233 -10.53% $2,164/02 $107,144 104 $5,465 44.98 $4,889
1 901 740 $1,781,499 -10.04% $1,980,320 $89,784 0 $3,779 7.78 $3,400
904 1352 $3,254,988 7.77% $3,020,193 0 $3,541 19.14 $3,816
1 910 952 $2,292,385 -0.46% $2,302,909 $0 0 $4,187 75.98 $4,168
911 1267 $3,050,201 0.16% $3,045/34 $0 0 $3,976 48.91 $3,982
1 912 60 $144,257 $149,333 $4,392 3.14 $4,243
1 913 862 $2,074,117 10.74% $1,872,975 60 $4,257 34.64 $4,714
1 914 22 $51,879 $93,534 0.86 $5,764
1 915 591 $1,423,258 $651,345 283 $3,002 17.23 $6,559
1 916 643 $1,547,296 26.50% $1/23,166 -$154,730 305 $6,273 32.13 $7,935
1 918 969 $2,331,926 -4/4%  $2,435,300 $0 0 $4,535 99.96 $4,343
1 919 60 $144,866 $201,989 3.05 $5,174
1 920 1003 $2,414,129 -4.45% $2,526,497 $0 0 $4,049 26.26 $3,869
1 923 1047 $2,518,899 7.88% $2,334,936 0 $3,742 94.05 $4,037
1 924 1350 $3/49,278 14.29% $2,842,954 $324,928 0 $3,603 128/2 $4,118
1 926 651 $1,567,362 $1,112,516 238 $4,246 31.85 $5,982
1 927 998 $2,400,809 7.48% $2,233,770 0 $3,512 16.58 $3,775
1 929 911 $2,193,089 3.48% $2,119,272 $0 0 $3,853 27.77 $3,987
2 201 1624 $3,909,410 29.00% $3,030,626 .$390,941 0 $3,147 127.20 $4,060
2 202 1990 $4,789,078 22/6%  $3,917,054 $478,908 0 $3,286 129.72 $4,018
2 203 1058 $2,545,950 3.67% $2,455,880 $0 0 $3,813 35.36 $3,953
2 205 1190 $2,863,473 11.97% $2,557/79 $286,347 0 $3,706 112.93 $4,150
2 207 1253 $3,014,656 9.27% $2,758,966 0 $3,654 54.50 $3,993
2 208 1387 $3,337,795 26.38% $2,641,038 -$333,779 0 $3,443 162.49 $4,352
2 213 2020 $4,861,604 16.40% $4,176,630 -$486,160 0 $3,780 251.07 $4,400
2 215 1492 $3,591,859 14.66% $3,132,584 .$359,186 0 $3,756 158.45 $4,307
2 217 1633 $3,929,472 10.66% $3,551,077 -$392,947 0 $3,746 132.55 $4,145
2 221 1919 $4,617,425 16.06% $3,978,573 -$461,742 0 $3,575 172.03 $4,149
2 222 1560 $3,755,243 6.59% $3,523,096 0 $3,919 156.14 $4,177
2 223 1361 $3,275,869 10.99% $2,951,374 -$327,587 0 $3,722 121.75 $4,131
2 224 1673 $4,026,262 16.60% $3,453,147 -$402,626 0 $3,639 191.68 $4,243
2 225 1612 $3,880,791 18.22% $3,282,664 $388,079 0 $3,511 128.81 $4,151
2 228 1099 $2,645,698 -4.98% $2,784,221 $0 0 $4,323 92.67 $4,108
2 233 1977 $4,758,707 16.44% $4,086,715 -$475,871 0 $3,526 164.67 $4,106
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Elementary School Model
Model I, Current Formula
Non-Linear Formula with Small School Adjustment Comparison with
NN Unadjust Direct Special
Sim Sim Gain/Loss Exp Needs
ype Site# WSU Weights Under Current $$ Gains/ SSA Current Index NN Sim
$$ Sim Losses APPE w/WSU APPE
2 234 1434 $3,450,526 3.20% $3,343,583 0 $3,615 13.15 $3,730
2 235 1027 $2,471,266 1.91% $2,425,064 $0 0 $3,697 6.57 $3,767
2 236 1693 $4,075,543 7.99% $3,773,872 0 $3,646 89.23 $3,938
2 237 1284 $3,090,280 -6.21% $3,294,895 $37,394 0 $4,108 22.43 $3,853
2 238 1387 $3,337,940 -0.81% $3,365,245 $0 0 $3,837 19.27 $3,806
2 239 1210 $2,911,088 -2.79% $2,994,604 $0 0 $4,544 146.04 $4,417
2 240 1600 $3,850,794 10.80% $3,475,343 -$385,079 0 $3,654 123.89 $4,049
2 241 1464 $3,524,565 -0.51% $3,542,777 $0 0 $3,919 39.30 $3,899
2 247 1710 $4,114,757 21.91% $3,375,231 -$411,476 0 $3,358 130.67 $4,094
2 248 1327 $3,193,615 0.37% $3,181,842 0 $3,779 25.38 $3,793
2 249 1261 $3,034,143 -0.30% $3,043,237 $0 0 $3,932 29.14 $3,920
2 253 1367 $3,289,070 8.87% $3,021,149 0 $3,767 111.33 $4,101
2 254 1724 $4,149,867 26.77% $3,273,510 -$414,987 0 $3,410 189.04 $4,323
2 256 1658 $3,990/76 12/3% $3,555,569 -$399,028 0 $3,419 34.90 $3,837
2 257 1379 $3,320,076 4.94% $3,163,678 0 $3,696 56 /0 $3,879
2 258 1291 $3,107,051 16.91% $2,657,613 -$310,705 0 $3,656 152.80 $4,274
2 259 1540 $3,706,998 15.06% $3,221,910 -$370,700 0 $3,733 123.43 $4,295
2 270 1819 $4,377,635 13.05% $3,872,134 -$437,764 0 $3,572 143.11 $4,038
2 271 1254 $3,018,056 9.79% $2,748,989 0 $3,627 154.74 $3,982
2 279 1402 $3,373,893 17.83% $2,863,399 -$337,389 0 $3/91 37.58 $3,878
2 281 792 $1,905,569 6.76% $1,784,913 46 $3,932 17.82 $4,197
2 282 1006 $2,421,285 8.02% $2,241,546 0 $3,530 16.13 $3,813
2 283 938 $2,257,488 7.18% $2,106,267 0 $3,708 49.18 $3,974
2 309 1104 $2,656,123 7.09% $2,480,355 0 $3,781 90.70 $4,049
2 310 1472 $3,541,567 12.75% $3,141,160 -$354,157 0 $3,986 163/1 $4,494
2 311 1568 $3,773,711 17.52% $3,210,998 -$377,371 0 $3,661 194.01 $4,303
2 312 2408 $5,794,730 23.01% $4,710,921 -$579,473 0 $3,500 309.56 $4,305
2 317 1599 $3,849,315 13.57% $3,389,460 -$384,931 0 $3,843 194.17 $4,364
2 320 1566 $3,767,921 10.79% $3,400,927 -$376,792 0 $3,746 161.44 $4,150
2 321 1847 $4,444,909 27.39% $3,489,250 .$444,491 0 $3,371 228.35 $4,295
2 327 1674 $4,029,368 10.95% $3,631,645 -$402,937 0 $3,657 151.24 $4,058
2 328 1566 $3,768,247 9.96% $3,427,062 0 $3,886 177.64 $4,272
2 363 1417 $3,409,840 -6.51% $3,647,186 $51,408 0 $4,464 113/5 $4,174
2 364 1239 $2,982,814 9.10% $2,734,053 0 $3,631 135.32 $3,961
2 365 1238 $2,980,136 10.22% $2,703,896 0 $4,072 152.43 $4,488
2 366 1481 $3,563,637 6.26% $3,353,550 0 $3,714 34.98 $3,946
2 367 1443 $3,473,239 1.05% $3,437,240 0 $3,798 15.13 $3,838
2 368 1184 $2,848,765 -8.06% $3,098,376 $87,064 0 $4,256 29.54 $3,913
2 369 1460 $3,514,565 6.03% $3,314,664 0 $3,695 42.93 $3,918
2 370 1722 $4,144,852 13.79% $3,642,565 -$414,485 0 $3,614 143.23 $4,112
2 371 1152 $2,772,797 -7.88% $3,010,028 $79,894 0 $4,101 8.37 $3,778
2 372 1452 $3,494,134 14.64% $3,047,886 -$349,413 0 $3,532 115.15 $4,049
2 416 1577 $3,796,569 9.47% $3,468,128 $0 0 $3,766 136.57 $4,122
2 426 1347 $3,240,781 11.26% $2,912,849 -$324,078 0 $3,905 147.04 $4,344
2 428 1110 $2,671,600 6.44% $2,509,847 0 $3,643 22.16 $3,878
2 459 1548 $3,724,901 13.09% $3,293,817 -$372,490 0 $3,624 104.89 $4,098
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Elementary School Model III Non-Linear Formula with Small School Adjustment Comparison with
Model I, Current Formula
NN Unadjust Direct Special
Sim Sim Gain/Loss Exp Needs
Type Site# WSU Weights Under Current $$ Gains/ SSA Current Index NN Sim
$$ Sim Losses APPE w/WSU APPE
2 460 1518 $3,653,891 2.80% $3,554,272 0 $3,612 22.59 $3,713
2 462 1637 $3,939,114 5.93% $3,718,683 0 $4,069 182.90 $4,310
2 464 1314 $3,162,813 5.87% $2,987,344 0 $3,777 93.75 $3,998
2 514 1369 $3,295,340 6.29% $3,100,281 $0 0 $4,042 158.68 $4,296
2 515 1647 $3,965,109 14.20% $3,472,117 -$396,511 0 $3,746 205.56 $4,277
2 516 2013 $4,843,733 5.83% $4,576,868 0 $4,108 228.69 $4,348
2 517 2019 $4,859,295 6.31% $4,570,659 0 $3,992 246.20 $4,244
2 519 1052 $2,530,849 8.59% $2,330,587 0 $3,580 31.42 $3,888
2 520 1647 $3,964,455 15.02% $3,446,743 -$396,445 0 $3,535 132.12 $4,066
2 523 1789 $4,306,487 9.74% $3,924,261 $0 0 $3,916 206.71 $4,298
2 524 1739 $4,184,293 18.48% $3,531,548 -$418,429 0 $3,604 191.94 $4,270
2 526 1616 $3,889,029 9.79% $3,542,232 $0 0 $4,124 186.55 $4,527
2 529 1549 $3,727,398 10.74% $3,365,930 -$372,740 0 $3,782 151.57 $4,188
2 539 1583 $3,809,525 14.78% $3,318,875 -$380,952 0 $3,659 113.70 $4,200
2 560 1205 $2,900,336 8.63% $2,669,959 $0 0 $3,798 88.84 $4,126
2 561 1888 $4,543,219 14.74% $3,959,558 -$454,322 0 $3,542 147/4 $4,064
2 902 1370 $3,297,623 -22.05% $4,230,664 $562,384 0 $5,043 31.92 $3,930
2 903 1194 $2,873,628 -4.91% $3,021,950 $0 0 $4,544 59.98 $4,321
2 921 989 $2,379,950 -0.82% $2,399,679 $0 0 $3,664 20.52 $3,634
2 922 1330 $3,200,529 14.60% $2,792,758 -$320,053 0 $3,665 98.81 $4,200
2 925 1446 $3,481,310 4.45% $3,332,964 0 $3,615 3 4 /2 $3,776
2 947 1500 $3,609,401 6.58% $3,386,599 0 $3,638 20.31 $3,877
Note. Type 1 = 9 Month Elementary School; Type 2 = Year Round Elementary School; Sim WSU 
= Simulation Weighted Student Units; NN Sim Weights $$ = Neural Network Simulation Weights 
Funding; SSA = Small School Adjustment; Direct Exp Current APPE = Direct Expenditure 
Current Average Per Pupil Expenditure; NN Sim APPE = Neural Network Simulation Average 
Per Pupil Expenditure
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Middle School Model III Non-Linear Formula with Small School Adjustment Comparison with
Model I, Current Formula
NNSIm Unadj Sp Needs
Sim Weights Gain/Loss Gains/ Current Index NN Sim
Type Site# WSU $$ Under Sim Current $$ Losses 1SSA APPE w/WSU APPE
4 231 1730 $4,163,915 -11.19% $4,688,593 $257,768 $3,347 216.56 $2,972
4 232 1777 $4/77,514 -7.44% $4,621,144 $104,202 $3,547 274.12 $3,283
4 243 2442 $5,876,441 -8.02% $6,386,801 $177,449 $3,019 164.19 $2,777
4 244 2013 $4,844,571 -10.95% $5,440,139 $288,139 $2,992 42.09 $2,665
4 269 1176 $2,829,553 -14.30% $3,301,683 $262,139 $3,066 16.57 $2,627
4 273 1202 $2,892,354 -18.13% $3,533,047 $379,890 $3,287 55.55 $2,691
4 274 1081 $2,601,792 -13.13% $2,995,080 $211,555 39 $3,117 9.63 $2,707
4 275 1596 $3,840,836 -11.62% $4,346,045 $254,439 $3,056 60.06 $2,701
4 276 1858 $4,470,914 -4.32% $4,672,558 $0 $3,211 273.32 $3,073
4 277 1644 $3,955,801 -15.47% $4,679,820 $414,215 $3,049 24.12 $2,577
4 331 1395 $3,357,632 -9.01% $3,690,309 $134,805 $3,459 228.02 $3,147
4 332 1749 $4,208,400 -3.36% $4,354,763 $0 $3 /33 269.01 $3,124
4 333 1798 $4,326,319 -0.25% $4,337,138 $0 $3,141 268.52 $3,133
4 334 1928 $4,640,687 -6.34% $4,955,054 $62,388 $3,203 244.70 $3,000
4 335 2138 $5,145,394 -8.41% $5,617,808 $175,418 $3,121 158/3 $2,859
4 336 1858 $4,472,924 -7.81% $4,851,999 $125,813 $3,108 125/7 $2,865
4 374 1684 $4,052,715 -19.84% $5,055,959 $601,536 $3,362 56.30 $2,695
4 431 1552 $3,735,160 -7.84% $4,052,851 $106,030 $3,199 175.70 $2,948
4 432 1688 $4,063,392 -13.36% $4,689,886 $339,635 $3,448 203.34 $2,988
4 433 1854 $4,461,172 -1.93% $4,549,159 $0 $3,041 206.84 $2,982
4 434 1499 $3,607,304 -11.22% $4,063,260 $224,426 $3,138 112.70 $2,786
4 435 1989 $4,787,342 -9.93% $5,315,384 $236,218 $3,071 105.49 $2,766
4 530 1383 $3,328,665 -21.46% $4,237,947 $547,756 $3,361 19.13 $2,640
4 531 1794 $4,317,953 -6.41% $4,613,765 $3,023 15.29 $2,830
4 532 1850 $4,451,437 -6.74% $4,773,013 $77,339 $3,429 199.04 $3,198
4 533 1580 $3,801,483 1.88% $3,731,472 $3,000 235.15 $3,056
4 534 1436 $3,457,124 -15.76% $4,103,746 $371,878 $3,714 227.54 $3,129
4 535 1287 $3,097,945 -12.42% $3,537,174 $229,791 $3,318 111.26 $2,906
4 536 1585 $3,814,175 -5.52% $4,037,073 $19,883 $2,829 64.52 $2,673
4 537 1227 $2,954,137 -9.46% $3,262,634 $131,621 24 $3,343 143.26 $3,027
4 538 2029 $4,882/93 -8.14% $5,314,765 $153,167 $2,976 118.08 $2,734
4 540 2205 $5,307,734 -3.11% $5,478,316 $0 $3,106 249.81 $3,009
4 544 2479 $5,965,317 -2.53% $6,119,953 $2,738 92.84 $2,669
4 545 1776 $4,275,535 4.73% $4,082,399 $2,835 216.16 $2,969
4 931 1617 $3,891,436 -6.35% $4,155,505 $52,717 $2,825 57.61 $2,645
4 933 1103 $2,654,204 15.39% $2,300,165 357 $3,577 48.24 $4,128
4 934 1528 $3,677,048 -12.31% $4,193,087 $268,678 $3,174 79.60 $2,784
4 937 1696 $4,082,886 -17.78% $4,965,882 $521,844 $3,143 25.17 $2,584
4 938 1869 $4,499,267 -14.13% $5,239,497 $410,688 $3,111 48.40 $2,672
4 939 1059 $2,549,312 21.46% $2,098,942 563 $4,803 19.07 $5,834
Note. Type 4 = Middle School; Sim WSU = Simulation Weighted Student Units; NN Sim 
Weights $$ = Neural Network Simulation Weights Funding; SSA = Small School Adjustment; 
Direct Exp Current APPE = Direct Expenditure Current Average Per Pupil Expenditure; NN Sim 
APPE = Neural Network Simulation Average Per Pupil Expenditure
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High School Model III Non-Linear Formula with Small School Adjustment Comparison with
Model I, Current Formula
Sim
Type Site# WSU
NN
Sim
Weights
$$
Unadjust
Gain/Loss
Under
Sim
Cument $$ Gains/
Losses
Direct 
Exp 
SSA Current 
APPE
Special
Needs
Index
w/WSU
NNSim
APPE
5 245 2824 $6,796,352 -9.41% $7,502,447 $299,823 $3,203 263.78 $2,902
5 246 3791 $9,124,571 / .1 9% $9,523,665 $0 $2,920 288.88 $2,797
5 251 3589 $8,638,629 -3.60% $8,961,225 $2,964 327.87 $2,858
5 351 3545 $8,532,293 -6.39% $9,114,964 $118,809 $3,321 430.53 $3,108
5 352 2842 $6,840,676 -8.29% $7,459,076 $225,097 $3,157 250.69 $2,895
5 353 1757 $4,228,795 -18.62% $5,196,518 $576,069 $3,752 94.55 $3,053
5 436 1546 $3,719,751 2.73% $3,620,725 $0 247 $4,808 49.13 $4,940
5 451 2834 $6,820,990 -6.34% $7,282,374 $91,103 $3,151 300.96 $2,952
5 452 3077 $7,405,357 -3.63% $7,684,256 $0 $2,906 250.32 $2,801
5 453 3110 $7,485,764 -6.67% $8,021,020 $125,250 $3,065 291.29 $2,860
5 454 3112 $7,489,918 -5.36% $7,914,418 $27,235 $3,059 270.92 $2,895
5 551 3060 $7,364,877 -8.57% $8,055,305 $263,007 $3,259 335.13 $2,979
5 552 3430 $8,256,317 -8.45% $9,018,228 $284,725 $3,257 449.30 $2,982
5 554 3254 $7,832,006 -9.96% $8,698,797 $388,819 $3,186 287.90 $2,869
5 555 3287 $7,910,480 -0.58% $7,956,529 $2,798 287.49 $2,781
5 562 3356 $8,076,761 -1.72% $8,217,739 $3,113 457.33 $3,059
5 563 3943 $9,489,655 -1.88% $9,671,384 $0 $2,815 292.99 $2,762
5 564 1346 $3/40,177 -16.15% $3,864,219 $361,255 $3,291 109.47 $2,760
5 572 2160 $5,197,692 -16.06% $6,192,347 $575,003 $3,308 162.52 $2,777
5 573 1978 $4,759,838 -9.48% $5,258,581 $213,448 $3,050 160.65 $2,761
5 870 2658 $6,398,073 -1.07% $6,467,182 $0 $3,683 118.05 $3,644
- 5 932 259 $623,613 $1,541,265 $7,339 17.86 $2,970
5 940 3757 $9,041,875 -2.14% $9,239,491 $0 $2,812 278.55 $2,752
5 941 1126 $2,710,638 -13.73% $3,141,992 $236,603 300 $4,489 71.07 $3,872
5 942 1113 $2,677,843 -3.10% $2,763,603 $0 422 $4,781 51.25 $4,633
5 944 1200 $2,887,109 -22.26% $3,713,629 $498,211 72 $4,002 102.88 $3,111
5 945 3555 $8,556,035 -8.97% $9,398,977 $339,542 $3,011 269.43 $2,741
5 946 1107 $2,663,832 21.97% $2,183,989 586 $5,275 51.66 $6,434
5 951 2292 $5,517,372 -14.25% $6,433,991 $510,164 $3,342 167.33 $2,866
Note. Type 5 = High School; Sim WSU = Simulation Weighted Student Unit; NN Sim Weights 
$$ = Neural Network Simulation Weights Funding; SSA = Small School Adjustment; Direct Exp 
Current APPE = Direct Expenditure Current Pupil Expenditure; NN Sim APPE = Neural Network 
Simulation of Average Per Pupil Expenditure
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Elementary School Model III Non-Linear Formula with No Loss Provision Comparison with
Model I, Current Formula
Sim
Type Site# WSU Current $$
Neural Net NN Sim % 
Simulation $$ Win/Loss 
Gains/ No Loss No Loss
Losses
APPE
Sim SSA Current 
NoLoss APPE
1 204 960 $2,092,302 -$230,996 $2,971,500 42.02% $4,879 $3,436
1 209 1245 $2,588,822 -$299,520 $3,852,980 48.83% $5,030 $3,380
1 212 1044 $2,285,954 $3,231,865 41.38% $5,506 $3,894
1 219 1158 $2,734,016 $0 $3,584,135 31.09% $5,790 0 $4,417
1 227 36 $168,724 $111,610 -33.85% $5,874
1 229 1051 $2,783,214 $105,018 $3,252,563 16.86% $5,074 0 $4,342
1 230 1292 $3,018,482 $4,001,436 32.56% $4,977 0 $3,754
1 250 1280 $2,761,544 $3,961,914 43.47% $5/69 0 $3,672
1 252 820 $2,214,507 $115,942 $2,538,928 14.65% $5,192 11 $4,529
1 255 1554 $3,427,782 $0 $4,811,069 40.36% $5,511 0 $3,926
1 272 1221 $3,007,724 $0 $3,780,760 25.70% $5,151 0 $4,098
280 803 $1,937,599 $0 $2,487,247 28.37% $4,925 0 $3,837
1 313 1057 $3,161,747 $369,392 $3,273,455 3.53% $4,982 0 $4,812
1 314 1171 $2,719,189 $0 $3,624,630 33.30% $5,112 0 $3,835
1 315 709 $1,859,068 $53,879 $2,196,438 18.15% $7,600 211 $6,433
1 318 1351 $3,085/54 $4,184,121 35.62% $5,072 0 $3,740
1 319 841 $1,991,963 $0 $2,603,714 30.71% $6,274 85 $4,800
322 1032 $2,584,921 $0 $3,195,055 23.60% $5,596 0 $4,527
1 324 840 $2,333,756 $169/14 $2,600,732 11.44% $5/86 8 $4,743
1 329 1216 $3,310,900 $192,934 $3,765,406 13.73% $5,116 0 $4,499
1 360 1304 $2,709,171 -$313,838 $4,037,161 49.02% $5,319 0 $3,569
361 1078 $2,475,211 $3,336,318 34.79% $4,759 0 $3,531
1 362 1119 $2,635,592 $3,464,421 31.45% $5,148 0 $3,916
373 1423 $2,848,514 -$342,570 $4,406,770 54.70% $5,599 0 $3,619
1 410 1020 $2,639,262 $47,799 $3,159,272 19.70% $5,562 0 $4,647
1 411 745 $2,063,448 $145,874 $2,305,633 11.74% $5,034 42 $4,505
1 412 947 $2,551,400 $128,951 $2,932,308 14.93% $5,596 0 $4,869
413 811 $2,076,004 $19,011 $2,511,002 20.95% $6,678 124 $5,521
1 414 1330 $2,956,743 $4,118,943 39.31% $5,492 0 $3,942
415 787 $2,084,074 $77,844 $2,436,699 16.92% $5,184 30 $4,434
1 417 1230 $3,143,198 $23,505 $3,809,096 21.19% $5,473 0 $4,516
1 418 1255 $3,003,880 $0 $3,885,578 29.35% $5,450 0 $4 /13
419 1082 $2,937,391 $166,167 $3,348,469 13.99% $5,599 0 $4,912
1 420 1135 $2,576,206 $3,514,338 36.42% $4,794 0 $3,515
1 421 996 $2,673,258 $126,997 $3,084,777 15.39% $5,291 0 $4,585
1 422 1171 $2,708,413 $3,625,546 33.86% $4,994 0 $3,731
423 1122 $2,736,386 $0 $3,474,395 26.97% $5,353 0 $4,216
1 424 1182 $2,813,010 $0 $3,658,863 30.07% $5,389 0 $4,143
1 425 982 $2,093,205 -$236,266 $3,039,287 45.20% $5,134 0 $3,536
1 427 780 $2,051,653 $65,430 $2,415,282 17.72% $5,477 59 $4,652
1 429 1158 $2,630,749 $3,585,088 36.28% $5,482 0 $4,023
1 430 1379 $2,807,935 -$331,992 $4,270,693 52.09% $5,803 0 $3,815
1 461 1289 $2,764,448 -$310,319 $3,991,889 44.40% $5,053 0 $3,499
1 463 1183 $2,808,363 $3,662,568 30.42% $4,533 0 $3,476
1 465 1359 $3,280,394 $0 $4,208,710 28.30% $5,145 0 $4,010
1 466 1281 $2,981,096 $3,965,104 33.01% $4,865 0 $3,658
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Elementary School Model III Non-Linear Formula with No Loss Provision Comparison with
Model I, Current Formula_______ ______________ __________________ _____________
Sim
Type Site# WSU Current $$ Gains/
Neural Net 
Simulation $$ 
No Loss
NN Sim % 
Win/Loss 
No Loss
APPE
Sim SSA Current
Losses NoLoss APPE
1 510 1454 $3,465,198 $0 $4,502,724 29.94% $5,297 0 $4,077
512 1299 $2,704,357 -$312,706 $4,022,605 48.75% $5,399 0 $3,630
513 829 $2,540,918 $328,877 $2,566,337 1.00% $6,337 95 $6,274
518 1244 $2,937,396 $3,850,298 31.08% $5,348 0 $4,080
521 735 $1,974,710 $94,975 $2,276,920 15.30% $7,321 189 $6,350
522 1126 $2,737,105 $0 $3,485,308 27.34% $5,395 0 $4,237
525 983 $2,832,143 $271,987 $3,042,036 7.41% $5,113 0 $4,760
527 1310 $2,849,529 -$315,316 $4,056,172 42.35% $5,227 0 $3,672
528 1200 $2,455,968 -$288,745 $3,714,366 51.24% $5/24 0 $3,454
541 1037 $2,577,462 $0 $3,210,183 24.55% $4,946 0 $3,971
542 1691 $3,696,642 $5/35,006 41.62% $5,230 0 $3,693
543 1304 $3,215,397 $0 $4,036,305 25.53% $5,052 0 $4,024
900 805 $2,164,202 $107,144 $2,490,738 15.09% $6,290 104 $5,465
901 740 $1,980,320 $89,784 $2,291,692 15.72% $4,373 0 $3,779
904 1352 $3,020,193 $4,187,164 38.64% $4,909 0 $3,541
910 952 $2,302,909 $0 $2,948,887 28.05% $5,362 0 $4,187
911 1267 $3,045,234 $0 $3,923,730 28.85% $5,122 0 $3,976
912 60 $149,333 $185,570 24.27% $5,458 $4,392
913 862 $1,872,975 $2,668,111 42.45% $6,064 60 $4,257
914 22 $93,534 $66,736 -28.65% $7,415
915 591 $651,345 $1,830,856 181.09% $8,437 283 $3,002
916 643 $1,223,166 -$154,730 $1,990,417 62.73% $10/07 305 $6,273
918 969 $2,435,300 $0 $2,999,753 23.18% $5,586 0 $4,535
919 60 $201,989 $186,353 -7.74% $6,655
920 1003 $2,526,497 $0 $3,105,497 22.92% $4,977 0 $4,049
923 1047 $2,334,936 $3,240,271 38.77% $5,193 0 $3,742
924 1350 $2,842,954 -$324,928 $4,179,819 47.02% $5/98 0 $3,603
926 651 $1,112,516 $2,016/30 81.23% $7,696 238 $4 /46
927 998 $2/33,770 $3,088,362 38.26% $4,856 0 $3,512
929 911 $2,119,272 $0 $2,821,155 33.12% $5,129 0 $3,853
2 201 1624 $3,030,626 -$390,941 $5,029,003 65.94% $5,222 0 $3,147
2 202 1990 $3,917,054 -$478,908 $6,160,593 57.28% $5,168 0 $3 /86
2 203 1058 $2,455,880 $0 $3,275,069 33.36% $5,086 0 $3,813
2 205 1190 $2,557,279 -$286,347 $3,683,525 44.04% $5,338 0 $3,706
2 207 1253 $2,758,966 $3,878,005 40.56% $5,136 0 $3,654
2 208 1387 $2,641,038 -$333,779 $4,293,686 62.58% $5,598 0 $3,443
2 213 2020 $4,176,630 -$486,160 $6,253,889 49.74% $5,660 0 $3,780
2 215 1492 $3,132,584 -$359,186 $4,620,510 47.50% $5,540 0 $3,756
2 217 1633 $3,551,077 -$392,947 $5,054,810 42.35% $5,332 0 $3,746
2 221 1919 $3,978,573 -$461,742 $5,939,781 49.29% $5,337 0 $3,575
2 222 1560 $3,523,096 $4,830,684 37.11% $5,373 0 $3,919
2 223 1361 $2,951,374 -$327,587 $4,214,025 42.78% $5,314 0 $3,722
2 224 1673 $3,453,147 -$402,626 $5,179,318 49.99% $5,458 0 $3,639
2 225 1612 $3,282,664 -$388,079 $4,992,187 52.08% $5,339 0 $3,511
2 228 1099 $2,784,221 $0 $3,403,384 22.24% $5,285 0 $4,323
2 233 1977 $4,086,715 -$475,871 $6,121,524 49.79% $5,282 0 $3,526
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Elementary School Model III Non-Linear Formula with No Loss Provision Comparison with
Model I, Current Formula
Sim
Type Site# WSU Cumant $$ Gains/
Neural Net
Simulation $$ 
No Loss
NN Sim % 
Win/Loss 
No Loss
APPE
Sim SSA Current
Losses NoLoss APPE
2 234 1434 $3,343,583 $4,438,702 32.75% $4,799 0 $3,615
2 235 1027 $2,425,064 $0 $3,178,997 31.09% $4,846 0 $3,697
2 236 1693 $3,773,872 $5,242,713 38.92% $5,065 0 $3,646
2 237 1284 $3,294,895 $37,394 $3,975/86 20.65% $4,957 0 $4,108
2 238 1387 $3,365,245 $0 $4,293,873 27.59% $4,896 0 $3,837
2 239 1210 $2,994,604 $0 $3,744,777 25.05% $5,683 0 $4,544
2 240 1600 $3,475,343 $385,079 $4,953,599 42.54% $5/09 0 $3,654
2 241 1464 $3,542,777 $0 $4,533,944 27.98% $5,015 0 $3,919
2 247 1710 $3,375,231 -$411,476 $5,293,158 56.82% $5/67 0 $3,358
2 248 1327 $3,181,842 $4,108,215 29.11% $4,879 0 $3,779
2 249 1261 $3,043,237 $0 $3,903,073 28.25% $5,043 0 $3,932
2 253 1367 $3,021,149 $4,231,007 40.05% $5/76 0 $3,767
2 254 1724 $3,273,510 -$414,987 $5,338,322 63.08% $5,561 0 $3,410
2 256 1658 $3,555,569 $399,028 $5,133,026 44.37% $4,936 0 $3,419
2 257 1379 $3,163,678 $4,270,893 35.00% $4,989 0 $3,696
2 258 1291 $2,657,613 -$310,705 $3,996,860 50.39% $5,498 0 $3,656
2 259 1540 $3,221,910 -$370,700 $4,768,623 48.01% $5,526 0 $3,733
2 270 1819 $3,872,134 -$437,764 $5,631,320 45.43% $5,195 0 $3,572
2 271 1254 $2,748,989 $3,882,379 41.23% $5,122 0 $3,627
2 279 1402 $2,863,399 $337,389 $4,340,122 51.57% $4,989 0 $3/91
2 281 792 $1,784,913 $2,451,293 37.33% $5,399 46 $3,932
2 282 1006 $2,241,546 $3,114,702 38.95% $4,905 0 $3,530
2 283 938 $2,106,267 $2,903,997 37.87% $5,113 0 $3,708
2 309 1104 $2,480,355 $3,416,794 37.75% $5,209 0 $3,781
2 310 1472 $3,141,160 -$354,157 $4,555,815 45.04% $5,781 0 $3,986
2 311 1568 $3,210,998 -$377,371 $4,854,441 51.18% $5,535 0 $3,661
2 312 2408 $4,710,921 -$579,473 $7,454/48 58.23% $5,538 0 $3,500
2 317 1599 $3,389,460 -$384,931 $4,951,696 46.09% $5,614 0 $3,843
2 320 1566 $3,400,927 -$376,792 $4,846,992 42.52% $5,338 0 $3,746
2 321 1847 $3,489,250 -$444,491 $5,717,859 63.87% $5,525 0 $3,371
2 327 1674 $3,631,645 $402,937 $5,183,314 42.73% $5,220 0 $3,657
2 328 1566 $3,427,062 $4,847,413 41.45% $5,496 0 $3,886
2 363 1417 $3,647,186 $51,408 $4,386,363 20.27% $5,369 0 $4,464
2 364 1239 $2,734,053 $3,837,043 40.34% $5,096 0 $3,631
2 365 1238 $2,703,896 $3,833,601 41.78% $5,773 0 $4,072
2 366 1481 $3,353,550 $4,584,205 36.70% $5,077 0 $3,714
2 367 1443 $3,437,240 $4,467,919 29.99% $4,937 0 $3,798
2 368 1184 $3,098,376 $87,064 $3,664,605 18.28% $5,034 0 $4,256
2 369 1460 $3,314,664 $4,521,080 36.40% $5,040 0 $3,695
2 370 1722 $3,642,565 -$414,485 $5,331,871 46.38% $5,290 0 $3,614
2 371 1152 $3,010,028 $79,894 $3,566,882 18.50% $4,860 0 $4,101
2 372 1452 $3,047,886 -$349,413 $4,494,798 47.47% $5,208 0 $3,532
2 416 1577 $3,468,128 $0 $4,883,846 40.82% $5,303 0 $3,766
2 426 1347 $2,912,849 -$324,078 $4,168,888 43.12% $5,588 0 $3,905
2 428 1110 $2,509,847 $3,436,703 36.93% $4,988 0 $3,643
2 459 1548 $3/93,817 -$372,490 $4,791,652 45.47% $5,271 0 $3,624
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Elementary School Model III Non-Linear Formula with No Loss Provision Comparison with
Model I, Current Formula
Neural Net NN Sim %
Sim Simulation $$ Win/Loss APPE
Type Site# WSU Current $$ Gains/ No Loss No Loss Sim SSA Current
Losses NoLoss AiPPE
2 460 1518 $3,554,272 $4,700,306 32.24% $4,777 0 $3,612
2 462 1637 $3,718,683 $5,067/12 36.26% $5,544 0 $4,069
2 464 1314 $2,987,344 $4,068,591 36.19% $5,144 0 $3,777
2 514 1369 $3,100,281 $0 $4,239,072 36.73% $5,527 0 $4,042
2 515 1647 $3,472,117 -$396,511 $5,100,653 46.90% $5,502 0 $3,746
2 516 2013 $4,576,868 $6,230,901 36.14% $5,593 0 $4,108
2 517 2019 $4,570,659 $6,250,919 36.76% $5,459 0 $3,992
2 519 1052 $2,330,587 $3,255,643 39.69% $5,001 0 $3,580
2 520 1647 $3,446,743 -$396,445 $5,099,811 47.96% $5,231 0 $3,535
2 523 1789 $3,924/61 $0 $5,539,796 41.17% $5,529 0 $3,916
2 524 1739 $3,531,548 -$418,429 $5,382,607 52.41% $5,492 0 $3,604
2 526 1616 $3,542,232 $0 $5,002,784 41.23% $5,824 0 $4,124
2 529 1549 $3,365,930 $372,740 $4,794,865 42.45% $5,387 0 $3,782
2 539 1583 $3,318,875 -$380,952 $4,900,511 47.66% $5,403 0 $3,659
2 560 1205 $2,669,959 $0 $3,730,945 39.74% $5,307 0 $3,798
2 561 1888 $3,959,558 -$454,322 $5,844,324 47.60% $5,227 0 $3,542
2 902 1370 $4,230,664 $562,384 $4,242,010 0.27% $5,056 0 $5,043
2 903 1194 $3,021,950 $0 $3,696,589 22.32% $5,559 0 $4,544
2 921 989 $2,399,679 $0 $3,061,529 27.58% $4,674 0 $3,664
2 922 1330 $2,792,758 -$320,053 $4,117,109 47.42% $5,403 0 $3,665
2 925 1446 $3,332,964 $4,478,301 34.36% $4,857 0 $3,615
2 947 1500 $3,386,599 $4,643,075 37.10% $4,987 0 $3,638
Note. Type 1 = 9 Month Elementary School; Type 2 = Year Round Elementary School; Sim 
WSU = Simulation Weighted Student Units; NN Sim % Win under No Loss = Neural Network 
Simulation Percent Gain under No Loss; SSA = Small School Adjustment; Direct Exp Current 
APPE = Direct Expenditure Current Average Per Pupil Expenditure; APPE Sim No Loss = 
Average Per Pupil Expenditure Simulation under No Loss
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Middle School Model III Non-Linear Formula with No Loss Provision Comparison with Model 
I. Current Formula
Neural Net NN Sim % APPE
Type Site# Sim Cument $$ Gains/ Simulation $$ Win/Loss Sim SSA Current
WSU Losses No Loss No Loss NoLoss APPE
4 231 1730 $4,688,593 $257,768 $5,356,393 14.24% $3,823 $3,347
4 232 1777 $4,621,144 $104,202 $5,502,525 19.07% $4,223 $3,547
4 243 2442 $6,388,801 $177,449 $7,559,359 18.32% $3,572 $3,019
4 244 2013 $5,440,139 $288,139 $6,231,978 14.56% $3,428 $2,992
4 269 1176 $3,301,683 $263,139 $3,639,892 10.24% $3,380 $3,066
4 273 1202 $3,533,047 $379,890 $3,720,677 5.31% $3,461 $3,287
4 274 1081 $2,995,080 $211,555 $3,346,903 11.75% $3,483 39 $3,117
4 275 1596 $4,346,045 $254,439 $4,940,789 13.68% $3,475 $3,056
4 276 1858 $4,672,558 $0 $5,751,312 23.09% $3,953 $3,211
4 277 1644 $4,679,820 $414,215 $5,088,679 8.74% $3,315 $3,049
4 331 1395 $3,690,309 $134,805 $4,319,204 17.04% $4,048 $3,459
4 332 1749 $4,354,763 $0 $5,413,619 24.31% $4,019 $3,233
4 333 1798 $4,337,138 $0 $5,565,307 28.32% $4,030 $3,141
4 334 1928 $4,955,054 $62,388 $5,969,705 20.48% $3,859 $3,203
4 335 2138 $5,617,808 $175,418 $6,618,953 17.82% $3,677 $3,121
4 336 1858 $4,851,999 $125,813 $5,753,897 18.59% $3,686 $3,108
4 374 1684 $5,055,959 $601,536 $5,213,348 3.11% $3,466 $3,362
4 431 1552 $4,052,851 $106,030 $4,804,849 18.55% $3,792 $3,199
4 432 1688 $4,689,886 $339,635 $5,227,082 11.45% $3,843 $3,448
4 433 1854 $4,549,159 $0 $5,738,779 26.15% $3,836 $3,041
4 434 1499 $4,063,260 $224,426 $4,640,378 14.20% $3,583 $3,138
4 435 1989 $5,315,384 $236,218 $6,158,360 15.86% $3,558 $3,071
. 4 530 1383 $4,237,947 $547,756 $4,281,941 1.04% $3,396 $3,361
4 531 1794 $4,613,765 $5,554,545 20.39% $3,640 $3,023
4 532 1850 $4,773,013 $77,339 $5,726,257 19.97% $4,114 $3,429
4 533 1580 $3,731,472 $4,890,166 31.05% $3,931 $3,000
4 534 1436 $4,103,746 $371,878 $4,447,189 8.37% $4,025 $3,714
4 535 1287 $3,537,174 $229,791 $3,985,146 12.66% $3,738 $3,318
4 536 1585 $4,037,073 $19,883 $4,906,493 21.54% $3,438 $2,829
4 537 1227 $3,262,634 $131,621 $3,800,154 16.48% $3,894 24 $3,343
4 538 2029 $5,314,765 $153,167 $6,280,503 18.17% $3,517 $2,976
4 540 2205 $5,478,316 $0 $6,827,784 24.63% $3,871 $3,106
4 544 2479 $6,119,953 $7,673,687 25.39% $3,433 $2,738
4 545 1776 $4,082,399 $5,499,979 34.72% $3,819 $2,835
4 931 1617 $4,155,505 $52,717 $5,005,880 20.46% $3,403 $2,825
4 933 1103 $2,300,165 $3,414,325 48.44% $5,310 357 $3,577
4 934 1528 $4,193,087 $268,678 $4,730,096 12.81% $3,581 $3,174
4 937 1696 $4,965,882 $521,844 $5,252,159 5.76% $3,324 $3,143
4 938 1869 $5,239,497 $410,688 $5,787,785 10.46% $3,437 $3,111
4 939 1059 $2X398,942 $3,279,394 56.24% $7,504 563 $4,803
Note. Type 4 = Middle School; Sim WSU = Simulation Weighted Student Units; NN Sim % 
Win No Loss = Neural Network Simulation Percent Gain under No Loss ; SSA = Small 
School Adjustment; Direct Exp Current APPE = Direct Expenditure Current Average Per 
Pupil Expenditure; APPE No Loss = Average Per Pupil Expenditure under No Loss
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High School Model
Current Formula
: Non-Llnear Formula w/ No Loss Provision Comparison with Model
Sim
Type Site# WSU Current $$ Gains/
Losses
Neural Net 
Simulation $$ 
No Loss
NN Sim % 
Win 
No Loss
APPE
Sim
NoLoss
SSA Current
APPE
5 245 2824 $7,502,447 $299,823 $8,742,718 16.53% $3,733 $3,203
5 246 3791 $9,523,665 $0 $11,737,702 23.25% $3,598 $2,920
5 251 3589 $8,961,225 $11,112,594 24.01% $3,676 $2,964
5 351 3545 $9,114,964 $118,809 $10,975,804 20.42% $3,998 $3,321
5 352 2842 $7,459,076 $225,097 $8,799,736 17.97% $3,724 $3,157
5 353 1757 $5,196,518 $576,069 $5,439,854 4.68% $3,928 $3,752
5 436 1546 $3,620,725 $0 $4,785,028 32.16% $6,355 247 $4,808
5 451 2834 $7,282,374 $91,103 $8,774,411 20.49% $3,797 $3,151
5 452 3077 $7,684,256 $0 $9,526,132 23.97% $3,603 $2,906
5 453 3110 $8,021,020 $125,250 $9,629,566 20.05% $3,680 $3,065
5 454 3112 $7,914,418 $27,235 $9,634,910 21.74% $3,724 $3,059
5 551 3060 $8,055,305 $263,007 $9,474,059 17.61% $3,833 $3,259
5 552 3430 $9,018,228 $284,725 $10,620,793 17.77% $3,836 $3,257
5 554 3254 $8,698,797 $388,819 $10,074,967 15.82% $3,690 $3,186
5 555 3287 $7,956,529 $10,175,914 27.89% $3,578 $2,798
5 562 3356 $8,217,739 $10,389,816 26.43% $3,936 $3,113
5 563 3943 $9,671,384 $0 $12,207,340 26.22% $3,553 $2,815
5 564 1346 $3,864,219 $361,255 $4,168,112 7.86% $3,550 $3,291
5 572 2160 $6,192,347 $576,003 $6,686,227 7.98% $3,572 $3,308
5 573 1978 $5,258,581 $213,448 $6,122,979 16.44% $3,552 $3,050
5 870 2658 $6,467,182 $0 $8,230,378 27.26% $4,687 $3,683
5 932 259 $1,541,265 $802,206 ^7.95% $3,820 $7,339
5 940 3757 $9,239,491 $0 $11,631,323 25.89% $3,540 $2,812
5 941 1126 $3,141,992 $236,603 $3,486,921 10.98% $4,981 300 $4,489
5 942 1113 $2,763,603 $0 $3,444,734 24.65% $5,960 422 $4,781
5 944 1200 $3,713,629 $498,211 $3,713,931 0.01% $4,002 72 $4,002
5 945 3555 $9,398,977 $339,542 $11,006,346 17.10% $3,525 $3,011
5 946 1107 $2,183,989 $3,426,711 56.90% $8,277 586 $5,275
5 951 2292 $6,433,991 $510,164 $7,097,459 10.31% $3,687 $3,342
Note. Type 5 = High School; Sim WSU - Simulation Weighted Student Unit; NN Sim % Win 
No Loss = Neural Network Simulation Percent Gain under No Loss ; SSA = Small School 
Adjustment; Direct Exp Current APPE = Direct Expenditure Current Funding; APPE No 
Loss = Average Per Pupil Expenditure under No Loss
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Elementary School Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Back-propagation
(Adjusted) Clusters_______________________________________________
Type Site# %FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Adj Cluster
204 0.0887 0.18 0.10 0 0 0.04 1.0090 1.0022
209 0.0405 0.22 0.03 0 0 0.06 7.0172 7.6235
212 0.5486 0.37 0.03 0 0 0.19 16.0092 14.9081
219 0.7658 0.47 0.01 0 0 0.76 23.1109 23.1109
227 0.0000 0.40 0.00 0 0 0.00 9.0734 9.5077
229 0.2761 0.26 0.08 0 0 0.13 3.0294 3.6052
230 0.0933 0.23 0.05 0 0 0.04 6.0086 5.4760
250 0.3324 0.36 0.05 0 0 0.08 14.0151 11.5121
252 0.6196 0.28 0.04 0.1 0 0.36 17.1152 16.5120
255 0.6231 0.50 0.02 0 0 0.43 22.0099 20.9099
272 0.2888 0.28 0.06 0 0 0.09 5.0157 6.3187
280 0.0713 0.17 0.11 0 0 0.03 1.0234 1.0022
313 0.2740 0.23 0.06 0 0 0.13 5.0199 5.7262
314 0.7814 0.49 0.03 0 0 0.22 20.0247 19.3455
315 0.7128 0.42 0.03 0 0 0.15 19.0340 17.0025
318 0.2400 0.26 0.03 0 0 0.01 7.0101 7.1431
319 0.9253 0.46 0.01 0 0 0.47 23.0433 21.8200
322 0.8354 0.29 0.02 0 0 0.47 23.0965 21.0778
324 0.3902 0.10 0.07 0 0 0.03 1.0930 3.1056
329 0.2351 0.27 0.07 0 0 0.06 4.0059 3.4049
360 0.4506 0.35 0.06 0.4 0 0.15 12.4298 13.0601
361 0.1983 0.27 0.14 0 0 0.05 1.0764 1.0022
362 0.2303 0.26 0.06 0 0 0.07 5.0043 4.9766
373 0.0991 0.44 0.00 0 0 0.06 9.0575 9.6957
410 0.8486 0.47 0.01 0 0 0.11 20.1033 19.0863
411 0.3777 0.10 0.12 0 0 0.12 1.0989 1.0022
412 0.4943 0.27 0.02 0 0 0.35 17.0466 15.4996
413 0.8324 0.45 0.01 0 0 0.07 19.1209 18.3946
414 0.5387 0.42 0.04 0 0 0.40 18.0281 17.4611
415 0.3043 0.27 0.07 0 0 0.05 4.0207 4.0137
417 0.4325 0.30 0.03 0 0 0.24 16.0199 14.6319
418 0.5512 0.32 0.02 0 0 0.26 17.0116 15.3373
419 0.6137 0.39 0.01 0 0 0.29 18.0097 17.3038
420 0.2251 0.19 0.10 0 0 0.16 1.0254 1.0148
421 0.5129 0.32 0.01 0 0 0.42 17.0676 15.9637
422 0.0634 0.14 0.09 0 0 0.02 1.0241 1.2092
423 0.4669 0.46 0.03 0 0 0.20 16.0161 14.1306
424 0.4728 0.35 0.03 0 0 0.19 16.0057 14.7776
425 0.3716 0.25 0.04 0 0 0.13 15.0474 8.5780
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Elementary School Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Back-propagation
Type Site# % FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Ad) Cluster
1 427 0.3401 0.09 0.18 0 0 0.04 1.2933 1.0022
1 429 0.4205 0.36 0.07 0 0 0.19 15.0276 13.9237
1 430 0.4946 0.56 0.00 0 0 0.29 20.0649 19.3509
1 461 0.2570 0.35 0.04 0 0 0.06 5.0249 9.0637
1 463 0.1287 0.38 0.10 0 0 0.05 3.0432 2.6159
1 465 0.2152 0.30 0.05 0 0 0.04 5.0047 6.2574
1 466 0.1055 0.26 0.08 0 0 0.05 2.0040 1.6705
1 510 0.2518 0.43 0.06 0 0 0.14 14.0232 12.9468
1 512 0.5839 0.37 0.05 0 0 0.37 18.0336 16.7129
1 513 0.9605 0.56 0.00 0 0 0.10 20.1789 19.1309
1 518 0.4667 0.42 0.02 0 0 0.41 18.0477 16.7337
1 521 0.8103 0.56 0.01 0 0 0.08 20.1194 18.8444
1 522 0.4474 0.37 0.06 0 0 0.17 15.0135 14.6680
1 525 0.3210 0.22 0.07 ■ 0 0 0.14 5.0431 4.9787
1 527 0.4716 0.34 0.06 0 0 0.30 16.0257 15.5206
1 528 0.3657 0.38 0.05 0 0 0.16 14.0055 14.4187
1 541 0.1618 0.24 0.10 0 0 0.04 1.0022 1.0022
1 542 0.1668 0.43 0.05 0 0 0.13 13.0413 12.6261
1 543 0.1339 0.32 0.06 0 0 0.04 4.0049 4.1514
1 900 0.4520 0.36 0.00 0 0 0.07 10.0472 11.3583
1 901 0.1927 0.14 0.08 0 0 0.01 1.0215 1.4855
1 904 0.0422 0.20 0.07 0 0 0.02 2.0256 2.2438
1 910 0.4691 0.36 0.06 0 0 0.09 15.0269 13.8139
1 911 0.3264 0.27 0.05 0 0 0.03 5.0223 6.3848
1 912 0.0588 0.40 0.00 0 0 0.00 9.0509 9.2214
1 913 0.1705 0.18 0.00 0 0 0.02 8.0184 7.8734
1 914 0.0000 0.40 0.00 0 0 0.00 9.0734 9.5077
1 915 0.1797 0.26 0.01 0 0 0.00 8.0029 7.9378
1 916 0.6205 0.28 0.05 0 0 0.25 17.0436 16.4750
1 918 0.7169 0.47 0.03 0 0 0.21 19.0136 18.6150
1 919 0.3571 0.40 0.00 0 0 0.07 10.0261 10.8863
1 920 0.2821 0.15 0.06 0 0 0.03 6.0337 4.2090
1 923 0.4503 0.28 0.06 0 0 0.26 16.0360 15.0725
1 924 0.5501 0.48 0.02 0 0 0.21 19.0206 16.2515
1 926 0.4237 0.39 0.00 0 0 0.10 10.0441 12.1579
1 927 0.1588 0.24 0.07 0 0 0.04 3.0047 2.6068
1 929 0.1545 0.13 0.05 0 0 0.00 6.0280 5.0483
2 201 0.1724 0.47 0.05 0 0 0.11 13.0423 13.2085
2 202 0.1468 0.43 0.03 0 0 0.06 13.0522 10.8827
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Elementary School Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Back-propagation
(Adjusted) Clusters_______________________________________________
Type Site# % FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Adj Cluster
2 203 0.1211 0.25 0.05 0 0 0.03 6.0043 5.4905
2 205 0.5261 0.41 0.04 0 0 0.36 17.0217 16.3670
2 207 0.0808 0.35 0.04 0 0 0.04 5.0339 7.2180
2 208 0.7510 0.74 0.00 0 0 0.48 22.1248 21.1855
2 213 0.7511 0.44 0.02 0 0 0.69 23.0624 22.7210
2 215 0.5851 0.56 0.02 0 0 0.24 20.0240 18.9987
2 217 0.3460 0.43 0.03 0 0 0.14 14.0104 13.9821
2 221 0.5274 0.42 0.03 0 0 0.27 17.0028 15.4565
2 222 0.4950 0.46 0.05 0 0 0.40 18.0524 17.3684
2 223 0.4716 0.40 0.02 0 0 0.34 17.0199 15.3534
2 224 0.6628 0.49 0.03 0 0 0.37 21.0033 20.1981
2 225 0.3358 0.45 0.03 0 0 0.27 14.0377 13.7765
2 228 0.4410 0.35 0.07 0 0 0.21 15.0308 14.3899
2 233 0.2330 0.47 0.04 0 0 0.11 13.0244 14.2079
2 234 0.0746 0.32 0.09 0 0 0.05 3.0149 1.4219
2 235 0.0655 0.17 0.11 0 0 0.01 1.0230 1:0022
2 236 0.2242 0.35 0.04 0 0 0.06 5.0199 8.6215
2 237 0.1421 0.31 0.08 0 0 0.12 3.0116 2.7972
2 238 0.0399 0.24 0.07 0 0 0.02 3.0181 2.1976
2 239 0.8604 0.51 0.02 0 0 0.58 23.0231 22.1603
2 240 0.1525 0.42 0.06 0 0 0.21 13.0635 13.0270
2 241 0.1117 0.38 0.06 0 0 0.03 4.0243 4.3468
2 247 0.1871 0.37 0.07 0.5 0 0.08 12.5310 13.0023
2 248 0.0950 0.34 0.07 0 0 0.07 3.0115 3.0142
2 249 0.1318 0.30 0.06 0 0 0.02 4.0062 3.7643
2 253 0.2631 0.49 0.04 0 0 0.08 13.0267 13.8813
2 254 0.7052 0.61 0.04 0 0 0.27 20.0390 19.6914
2 256 0.0433 0.31 0.06 0 o' 0.03 3.0192 3.3555
2 257 0.0900 0.21 0.04 0 0 0.02 6.0097 6.5651
2 258 0.6259 0.50 0.02 0 0 0.44 22.0088 21.0173
2 259 0.4913 0.54 0.03 0 0 0.11 14.0595 14.3024
2 270 0.3635 0.50 0.04 0 0 0.15 14.0187 13.2022
2 271 0.7507 0.51 0.03 0 0 0.35 21.0053 20.4140
2 279 0.1552 0.24 0.06 0 0 0.06 5.0034 4.3193
2 281 0.0727 0.35 0.06 0 0 0.05 4.0215 3.9261
2 282 0.0724 0.39 0.07 0 0 0.01 3.0345 2.5403
2 283 0.2782 0.32 0.02 0 0 0.07 10.0128 8.6591
2 309 0.1037 0.48 0.05 0 0 0.17 13.0767 13.8255
2 310 0.6688 0.52 0.00 0 0 0.32 21.0192 20.7115
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Elementary School Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Back-propagation
(Adjusted) Clusters_____________________________________________
Type Site# % FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Adj Cluster
2 311 0.8438 0.52 0.03 0 0 0.60 23.0259 22.1218
2 312 0.7697 0.49 0.01 0 0 0.72 23.0782 22.9985
2 317 0.6769 0.61 0.01 0 0 0.54 23.0353 22.0149
2 320 0.4989 0.46 0.02 0 0 0.37 18.0280 17.7800
2 321 0.7159 0.38 0.03 0 0 0.65 23.0612 22.0632
2 327 0.4018 0.50 0.05 0 0 0.33 17.0632 15.2303
2 328 0.7290 0.53 0.03 0 0 0.32 21.0061 20.1400
2 363 0.2827 0.48 0.04 0 0 0.07 13.0240 13.8622
2 364 0.7331 0.45 0.09 0 0 0.26 20.1257 17.9701
2 365 0.8072 0.41 0.01 0 0 0.71 23.0854 22.9568
2 366 0.1118 0.36 0.06 0 0 0.02 4.0190 3.8734
2 367 0.0331 0.32 0.08 0 0 0.04 3.0187 1.6721
2 368 0.1607 0.28 0.06 0 0 0.03 4.0007 4.0579
2 369 0.1438 0.35 0.06 0 0 0.05 4.0101 4.7857
2 370 0.4395 0.57 0.03 0 0 0.13 14.0618 14.2094
2 371 0.1335 0.24 0.09 0 0 0.04 2.0007 1.1399
2 372 0.2410 0.51 0.02 0 0 0.09 13.0436 13.3435
2 416 0.4517 0.51 0.06 0 0 0.25 15.0519 14.8288
2 426 0.5442 0.59 0:04 0 0 0.33 21.0488 19.7105
2 428 0.2032 0.28 0.07 0 0 0.06 4.0026 3.2157
2 459 0.1221 0.45 0.06 0.3 0 0.09 12.1573 11.5396
2 460 0.1321 0.35 0.09 0 0 0.07 3.0173 2.2961
2 462 0.5317 0.58 0.05 0 0 0.39 21.0550 20.0106
2 464 0.2465 0.48 0.06 0 0 0.09 13.0404 11.8522
2 514 0.7744 0.57 0.02 0 0 0.37 21.0180 20.6879
2 515 0.8317 0.51 0.02 0 0 0.58 23.0182 22.1745
2 516 0.6400 0.54 0.04 0 0 0.41 21.0191 20.5292
2 517 0.7424 0.62 0.01 0 0 0.48 22.0325 21.5023
2 519 0.1889 0.24 0.06 0 0 0.09 5.0044 4.8261
2 520 0.3723 0.48 0.05 0 0 0.19 14.0179 13.5503
2 523 0.5379 0.57 0.01 0 0 0.37 21.0350 20.6297
2 524 0.5337 0.54 0.03 0 0 0.36 21.0279 19.5862
2 526 0.7206 0.63 0.00 0 0 0.49 22.0469 21.7167
2 529 0.4461 0.50 0.03 0 0 0.35 18.0478 17.0299
2 539 0.2701 0.38 0.02 0 0 0.17 13.0261 12.5354
2 560 0.5704 0.58 0.02 0.5 0 0.15 12.8366 12.6367
2 561 0.3390 0.53 0.03 0 0 0.21 14.0421 13.1698
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Elementary School Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Back-propagation
(Adjusted) Clusters___________________________________________
Type Site# % FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Adj Cluster
2 902 0.1073 0.33 0.06 0 0 0.03 4.0112 3.8051
2 903 0.1865 0.38 0.00 0 0 0.07 10.0187 9.0194
2 921 0.2855 0.31 0.08 0 0 0.04 3.0241 3.1327
2 922 0.4934 0.34 0.05 0 0 0.04 15.0396 12.9670
2 925 0.1334 0.33 0.06 0 0 0.01 4.0089 3.7115
2 947 0.1257 0.38 0.09 0 0 0.02 3.0353 2.1817
Note. Type 1 = 9  Month Elementary School; Type 2 = Year Round Elementary School; 
FRPL = Free & Reduced Price Lunch Program; GATE = Gifted and Talented Education; 
AP = Advanced Placement; IB = International Baccaleaurette; ELL = English Language 
Learners; Cluster = Kohonen Neural Network Groupings; Adj Cluster = Back-propagation 
Adjusted Clusters
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Middle School Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Back-propagation
ype Site# % FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Adi Cluster
4 231 0.5789 0.39 0.03 0 0 0.23 17.0051 15.4576
4 232 0.7767 0.43 0.02 0 0 0.40 22.0210 21.0377
4 243 0.3355 0.26 0.05 0 0 0.12 5.0307 7.7596
4 244 0.1084 0.23 0.07 0 0 0.02 3.0082 2.3153
4 269 0.0557 0.22 0.08 0 0 0.01 2.0157 1.5381
4 273 0.0651 0.21 0.05 0 0 0.02 6.0138 5.1674
4 274 0.1280 0.18 0.10 0 0 0.01 1.0061 1.0022
4 275 0.1955 0.26 0.06 0 0 0.03 5.0019 4.2238
4 276 0.7423 0.39 0.04 0 0 0.29 19.0232 18.7848
4 277 0.1003 0.23 0.08 0 0 0.03 2.0065 1.5713
4 331 0.7545 0.40 0.02 0 0 0.47 23.0207 21.3704
4 332 0.7691 0.39 0.02 0 0 0.32 19.0280 19.9714
4 333 0.7147 0.43 0.02 0 0 0.29 19.0070 19.4439
4 334 0.5973 0.35 0.04 0 0 0.26 17.0079 15.8177
4 335 0.3833 0.27 0.03 0 0 0.09 10.0451 8.7908
4 336 0.3158 0.30 0.04 0 0 0.06 5.0251 8.0252
4 374 0.1270 0.24 0.06 0 0 0.02 6.0053 3.7432
4 431 0.4783 0.33 0.04 0 0 0.11 15.0156 13.8677
4 432 0.5324 0.36 0.03 0 0 0.20 16.0057 14.9518
4 433 0.4412 0.37 0.05 0 0 0.08 15.0178 13.8263
4 434 0.3305 0.29 0.06 0 0 0.13 5.0324 8.7027
4 435 0.2062 0.29 0.05 0 0 0.04 5.0035 6.0944
4 530 0.0960 0.20 0.08 0 0 0.01 2.0105 1.5167
4 531 0.2326 0.19 0.15 0 0 0.07 1.0864 1.0022
4 532 0.5007 0.31 0.07 0 0 0.17 15.0415 14.2986
4 533 0.7146 0.42 0.03 0 0 0.28 19.0091 18.9028
4 534 0.7647 0.49 0.02 0 0 0.34 21.0075 20.5919
4 535 0.3490 0.33 0.06 0 0 0.10 14.0285 10.4373
4 536 0.1675 0.28 0.06 0 0 0.06 5.0013 4.5217
4 537 0.5000 0.37 0.03 0 0 0.18 16.0054 14.6783
4 538 0.2363 0.27 0.05 0 0 0.09 5.0045 6.6112
4 540 0.4819 0.40 0.03 0 0 0.13 15.0077 14.1614
4 544 0.1199 0.25 0.06 0 0 0.06 4.0057 4.1540
4 545 0.5236 0.37 0.05 0 0 0.15 15.0100 15.0110
4 931 0.1910 0.20 0.06 0 0 0.01 6.0128 3.9161
4 933 0.1773 0.15 0.02 0.04 0 0.00 7.0182 7.5021
4 934 0.3482 0.24 0.05 0 0 0.03 5.0293 6.0256
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Middle School Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Back-propagation
Type Site# % FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Adi Cluster
4 937 0.0544 0.17 0.08 0 0 0.02 2.0245 1.5933
4 938 0.2013 0.27 0.07 0 0 0.04 4.0017 2.8741
4 939 0.3043 0.16 0.06 0 0 0.04 5.0382 4.3629
Note. Type 4 = Middle School; FRPL = Free & Reduced Price Lunch Program; GATE = 
Gifted and Talented Education; AP = Advanced Placement; IB = International 
Baccaleaurette; ELL = English Language Learner; Cluster = Kohonen Neural Network 
Groupings; Adj Cluster = Back-propagation Adjusted Cluster
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High School Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Back-propagation
(Adjusted) Clusters________________________________________
Type Site# % FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Adj Cluster
5 245 0.4070 0.34 0.00 0 0 0.12 10.0360 11.2628
5 246 0.2720 0.27 0.00 0.03 0 0.01 9.0096 8.8558
5 251 0.4820 0.29 0.00 0 0 0.09 10.0646 10.8458
5 351 0.6250 0.33 0.00 0 0 0.23 18.0421 15.6840
5 352 0.4840 0.31 0.00 0.06 0 0.07 11.0531 10.6091
5 353 0.0000 0.07 0.00 0 0 0.00 7.1028 6.8266
5 436 0.0000 0.04 0.00 0 0 0.01 7.1234 6.5248
5 451 0.4400 0.45 0.00 0.06 0 0.12 11.0503 13.0230
5 452 0.2500 0.30 0.00 0.05 0 0.05 9.0057 9.4673
5 453 0.3750 0.30 0.00 0.15 0 0.02 11.0494 11.1309
5 454 0.2830 0.35 0.00 0.12 0 0.04 11.0201 10.4724
5 551 0.4860 0.34 0.00 0 0 0.18 16.0478 13.5569
5 552 0.6170 0.40 0.00 0.1 0 0.23 18.0581 16.2260
5 554 0.4550 0.31 0.00 0.07 0.01 0.09 11.0403 10.5457
5 555 0.2760 0.29 0.00 0.07 0 0.08 10.0114 10.1088
5 562 0.6630 0.38 0.00 0 0 0.23 19.0313 17.3232
5 563 0.1090 0.28 0.00 0 0 0.01 8.0118 8.5270
5 564 0.1800 0.30 0.00 0.04 0 0.05 9.0036 9.3245
5 572 0.1970 0.25 0.00 0.03 0 0.00 8.0074 8.6818
5 573 0.0940 0.32 0.00 0.03 0 0.00 9.0186 9.3182
5 870 0.0000 0.04 0.00 0.01 0 0.07 7.1246 6.7227
5 932 0.3170 0.26 0.00 0 0 0.01 9.0222 8.5050
5 940 0.2340 0.23 0.00 0 0 0.04 8.0110 8.4768
5 941 0.2500 0.21 0.00 0.12 0 0.00 9.0525 10.1524
5 942 0.3040 0.17 0.00 0.01 0 0.03 8.0388 8.8668
5 944 0.3567 0.21 0.00 0.01 0 0.16 10.0630 11.0862
5 945 0.2880 0.22 0.00 0 0 0.03 8.0220 8.6301
5 946 0.3478 0.30 0.00 0.39 Ô.26 0.02 12.2694 12.4780
5 951 0.2590 0.34 0.00 0 0 0.05 10.0079 8.6925
Note. Type 5 = High School; FRPL = Free & Reduced Price Lunch Program; GATE = 
Gifted and Talented Education; AP = Advanced Placement; IB = International 
Baccaleaurette; ELL = English Language Learner; Cluster = Kohonen Neural Network 
Groupings; Adj Cluster = Back-propagation Adjusted Clusters
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Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Adjusted Cluster By Adjusted Cluster
Type Site# % FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Ad| Cluster
1 204 0.0887 0.18 0.10 0 0 0.04 1.0090 1.0022
1 280 0.0713 0.17 0.11 0 0 0.03 1.0234 1.0022
1 361 0.1983 0.27 0.14 0 0 0.05 1.0764 1.0022
1 411 0.3777 0.10 0.12 0 0 0.12 1.0989 1.0022
1 427 0.3401 0.09 0.18 0 0 0.04 1.2933 1.0022
1 541 0.1618 0.24 0.10 0 0 0.04 1.0022 1.0022
2 235 0.0655 0.17 0.11 0 0 0.01 1.0230 1.0022
4 274 0.1280 0.18 0.10 0 0 0.01 1.0061 1.0022
4 531 0.2326 0.19 0.15 0 0 0.07 1.0864 1.0022
1 ■ 420 0.2251 0.19 0.10 0 0 0.16 1.0254 1.0148
2 371 0.1335 0.24 0.09 0 0 0.04 2.0007 1.1399
1 422 0.0634 0.14 0.09 0 0 0.02 1.0241 1.2092
2 234 0.0746 0.32 0.09 0 0 0.05 3.0149 1.4219
1 901 0.1927 0.14 0.08 0 0 0.01 1.0215 1.4855
4 530 0.0960 0.20 0.08 0 0 0.01 2.0105 1.5167
4 269 0.0557 0.22 0.08 0 0 0.01 2.0157 1.5381
4 277 0.1003 0.23 0.08 0 0 0.03 2.0065 1.5713
4 937 0.0544 0.17 0.08 0 0 0.02 2.0245 1.5933
1 466 0.1055 0.26 0.08 0 0 0.05 2.0040 1.6705
2 367 0.0331 0.32 0:08 0 0 0.04 3.0187 1.6721
2 947 0.1257 0.38 0.09 0 0 0.02 3.0353 2.1817
■ 2 238 0.0399 0.24 0.07 0 0 0.02 3.0181 2.1976
1 904 0.0422 0.20 0.07 0 0 0.02 2.0256 2.2438
2 460 0.1321 0.35 0.09 0 0 0.07 3.0173 2.2961
4 244 0.1084 0.23 0.07 0 0 0.02 3.0082 2.3153
2 282 0.0724 0.39 0.07 0 0 0.01 3.0345 2.5403
1 927 0.1588 0.24 0.07 0 0 0.04 3.0047 2.6068
1 463 0.1287 0.38 0.10 0 0 0.05 3.0432 2.6159
2 237 0.1421 0.31 0.08 0 0 0.12 3.0116 2.7972
4 938 0.2013 0.27 0.07 0 0 0.04 4.0017 2.8741
2 248 0.0950 0.34 0.07 0 0 0.07 3.0115 3.0142
1 324 0.3902 0.10 0.07 0 0 0.03 1.0930 3.1056
2 921 0.2855 0.31 0.08 . 0 0 0.04 3.0241 3.1327
2 428 0.2032 0.28 0.07 0 0 0.06 4.0026 3.2157
2 256 0.0433 0.31 0.06 0 0 0.03 3.0192 3.3555
1 329 0.2351 0.27 0.07 0 0 0.06 4.0059 3.4049
1 229 0.2761 0.26 0.08 0 0 0.13 3.0294 3.6052
2 925 0.1334 0.33 0.06 0 0 0.01 4.0089 3.7115
4 374 0.1270 0.24 0.06 0 0 0.02 6.0053 3.7432
2 249 0.1318 0.30 0.06 0 0 0.02 4.0062 3.7643
2 902 0.1073 0.33 0.06 0 0 0.03 4.0112 3.8051
2 366 0.1118 0.36 0.06 0 0 0.02 4.0190 3.8734
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Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Adjusted Cluster By Adjusted Cluster
_ _  AP IB ELL Cluster Adj Cluster
4 931 0.1910 0.20 0.06 0 0 0.01 6.0128 3.9161
2 281 0.0727 0.35 0.06 0 0 0.05 4.0215 3.9261
1 415 0.3043 0.27 0.07 0 0 0.05 4.0207 4.0137
2 368 0.1607 0.28 0.06 0 0 0.03 4.0007 4.0579
1 543 0.1339 0.32 0.06 0 0 0.04 4.0049 4.1514
4 544 0.1199 0.25 0.06 0 0 0.06 4.0057 4.1540
1 920 0.2821 0.15 0.06 0 0 0.03 6.0337 4.2090
4 275 0.1955 0.26 0.06 0 0 0.03 5.0019 4.2238
2 279 0.1552 0.24 0.06 0 0 0.06 5.0034 4.3193
2 241 0.1117 0.38 0.06 0 0 0.03 4.0243 4.3468
4 939 0.3043 0.16 0.06 0 0 0.04 5.0382 4.3629
4 536 0.1675 0.28 0.06 0 0 0.06 5.0013 4.5217
2 369 0.1438 0.35 0.06 0 0 0.05 4.0101 4.7857
2 519 0.1889 0.24 0.06 0 0 0.09 5.0044 4.8261
1 362 0.2303 0.26 0.06 0 0 0.07 5.0043 4.9766
1 525 0.3210 0.22 0.07 0 0 0.14 5.0431 4.9787
1 929 0.1545 0.13 0.05 0 0 0.00 6.0280 5.0483
4 273 0.0651 0.21 0.05 0 0 0.02 6.0138 5.1674
1 230 0.0933 0.23 0.05 0 0 0.04 6.0086 5.4760
2 203 0.1211 0.25 0.05 0 0 0.03 6.0043 5.4905
1 313 0.2740 0.23 0.06 0 0 0.13 5.0199 5.7262
4 934 0.3482 0.24 0.05 0 0 0.03 5.0293 6.0256
4 435 0.2062 0.29 0.05 0 0 0.04 5.0035 6.0944
1 465 0.2152 0.30 0.05 0 0 0.04 5.0047 6.2574
1 272 0.2888 0.28 0.06 0 0 0.09 5.0157 6.3187
1 911 0.3264 0.27 0.05 0 0 0.03 5.0223 6.3848
5 436 0.0000 0.04 0.00 0 0 0.01 7.1234 6.5248
2 257 0.0900 0.21 0.04 0 0 0.02 6.0097 6.5651
4 538 0.2363 0.27 0.05 0 0 0.09 5.0045 6.6112
5 870 0.0000 0.04 0.00 0.01 0 0.07 7.1246 6.7227
5 353 0.0000 0.07 0.00 0 0 0.00 7.1028 6.8266
1 318 0.2400 0.26 0.03 0 0 0.01 7.0101 7.1431
2 207 0.0808 0.35 0.04 0 0 0.04 5.0339 7.2180
4 933 0.1773 0.15 0.02 0.04 0 0.00 7.0182 7.5021
1 209 0.0405 0.22 0.03 0 0 0.06 7.0172 7.6235
4 243 0.3355 0.26 0.05 0 0 0.12 5.0307 7.7596
1 913 0.1705 0.18 0.00 0 0 0.02 8.0184 7.8734
1 915 0.1797 0.26 0.01 0 0 0.00 8.0029 7.9378
4 336 0.3158 0.30 0.04 0 0 0.06 5.0251 8.0252
5 940 0.2340 0.23 0.00 0 0 0.04 8.0110 8.4768
5 932 0.3170 0.26 0.00 0 0 0.01 9.0222 8.5050
5 563 0.1090 0.28 0.00 0 0 0.01 8.0118 8.5270
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Neural Net Variables, Clusters, and Adjusted Cluster By Adjusted Cluster
Type Site# % FRPL Transient GATE AP IB ELL Cluster Adj Cluster
1 425 0.3716 0.25 0.04 0 0 0.13 15.0474 8.5780
2 236 0.2242 0.35 0.04 0 0 0.06 5.0199 8.6215
5 945 0.2880 0.22 0.00 0 0 0.03 8.0220 8.6301
2 283 0.2782 0.32 0.02 0 0 0.07 10.0128 8.6591
5 572 0.1970 0.25 0.00 0.03 0 0.00 8.0074 8.6818
5 951 0.2590 0.34 0.00 0 0 0.05 10.0079 8.6925
4 434 0.3305 0.29 0.06 0 0 0.13 5.0324 8.7027
4 335 0.3833 0.27 0.03 0 0 0.09 10.0451 8.7908
5 246 0.2720 0.27 0.00 0.03 0 0.01 9.0096 8.8558
5 942 0.3040 0.17 0.00 0.01 0 0.03 8.0388 8.8668
2 903 0.1865 0.38 0.00 0 0 0.07 10.0187 9.0194
1 461 0.2570 0.35 0.04 0 0 0.06 5.0249 9.0637
1 912 0.0588 0.40 0.00 0 0 0.00 9.0509 9.2214
5 573 0.0940 0.32 0.00 0.03 0 0.00 9.0186 9.3182
5 564 0.1800 0.30 0.00 0.04 0 0.05 9.0036 9.3245
5 452 0.2500 0.30 0.00 0.05 0 0.05 9.0057 9.4673
1 227 0.0000 0.40 0.00 0 0 0.00 9.0734 9.5077
1 914 0.0000 0.40 0.00 0 0 0.00 9.0734 9.5077
1 373 0.0991 0.44 0.00 0 0 0.06 9.0575 9.6957
5 555 0.2760 0.29 0.00 0.07 0 0.08 10.0114 10.1088
5 941 0.2500 0.21 0.00 0.12 0 0.00 9.0525 10.1524
4 535 0.3490 0.33 0.06 0 0 0.10 14.0285 10.4373
5 454 0.2830 0.35 0.00 0.12 0 0.04 11.0201 10.4724
5 554 0.4550 0.31 0.00 0.07 0.01 0.09 11.0403 10.5457
5 352 0.4840 0.31 0.00 0.06 0 0.07 11.0531 10.6091
5 251 0.4820 0.29 0.00 0 0 0.09 10.0646 10.8458
2 202 0.1468 0.43 0.03 0 0 0.06 13.0522 10.8827
1 919 0.3571 0.40 0.00 0 0 0.07 10.0261 10.8863
5 944 0.3567 0.21 0.00 0.01 0 0.16 10.0630 11.0862
5 453 0.3750 0.30 0.00 0.15 0 0.02 11.0494 11.1309
5 245 0.4070 0.34 0.00 0 0 0.12 10.0360 11.2628
1 900 0.4520 0.36 0.00 0 0 0.07 10.0472 11.3583
1 250 0.3324 0.36 0.05 0 0 0.08 14.0151 11.5121
2 459 0.1221 0.45 0.06 0.25 0 0.09 12.1573 11.5396
2 464 0.2465 0.48 0.06 0 0 0.09 13.0404 11.8522
1 926 0.4237 0.39 0.00 0 0 0.10 10.0441 12.1579
5 946 0.3478 0.30 0.00 0.39 0.26 0.02 12.2694 12.4780
2 539 0.2701 0.38 0.02 0 0 0.17 13.0261 12.5354
1 542 0.1668 0.43 0.05 0 0 0.13 13.0413 12.6261
2 560 0.5704 0.58 0.02 0.54 0 0.15 12.8366 12.6367
1 510 0.2518 0.43 0.06 0 0 0.14 14.0232 12.9468
2 922 0.4934 0.34 0.05 0 0 0.04 15.0396 12.9670
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2 247 0.1871 0.37 0.07 0.45 0 0.08 12.5310 13.0023
5 451 0.4400 0.45 0.00 0.06 0 0.12 11.0503 13.0230
2 240 0.1525 0.42 0.06 0 0 0.21 13.0635 13.0270
1 360 0.4506 0.35 0.06 0.42 0 0.15 12.4298 13.0601
2 561 0.3390 0.53 0.03 0 0 0.21 14.0421 13.1698
2 270 0.3635 0.50 0.04 0 0 0.15 14.0187 13.2022
2 201 0.1724 0.47 0.05 0 0 0.11 13.0423 13.2085
2 372 0.2410 0.51 0.02 0 0 0.09 13.0436 13.3435
2 520 0.3723 0.48 0.05 0 0 0.19 14.0179 13.5503
5 551 0.4860 0.34 0.00 0 0 0.18 16.0478 13.5569
2 225 0.3358 0.45 0.03 0 0 0.27 14.0377 13.7765
1 910 0.4691 0.36 0.06 0 0 0.09 15.0269 13.8139
2 309 0.1037 0.48 0.05 0 0 0.17 13.0767 13.8255
4 433 0.4412 0.37 0.05 0 0 0.08 15.0178 13.8263
2 363 0.2827 0.48 0.04 0 0 0.07 13.0240 13.8622
4 431 0.4783 0.33 0.04 0 0 0.11 15.0156 13.8677
2 253 0.2631 0.49 0.04 0 0 0.08 13.0267 13.8813
1 429 0.4205 0.36 0.07 0 0 0.19 15.0276 13.9237
2 217 0.3460 0.43 0.03 0 0 0.14 14.0104 13.9821
1 423 0.4669 0.46 0.03 0 0 0.20 16.0161 14.1306
4 540 0.4819 0.40 0.03 0 0 0.13 15.0077 14.1614
2 233 0.2330 0.47 0.04 0 0 0.11 13.0244 14.2079
2 370 0.4395 0.57 0.03 0 0 0.13 14.0618 14.2094
4 532 0.5007 0.31 0.07 0 0 0.17 15.0415 14.2986
2 259 0.4913 0.54 0.03 0 0 0.11 14.0595 14.3024
2 228 0.4410 0.35 0.07 0 0 0.21 15.0308 14.3899
1 528 0.3657 0.38 0.05 0 0 0.16 14.0055 14.4187
1 417 0.4325 0.30 0.03 0 0 0.24 16.0199 14.6319
1 522 0.4474 0.37 0.06 0 0 0.17 15.0135 14.6680
4 537 0.5000 0.37 0.03 0 0 0.18 16.0054 14.6783
1 424 0.4728 0.35 0.03 0 0 0.19 16.0057 14.7776
2 416 0.4517 0.51 0.06 0 0 0.25 15.0519 14.8288
1 212 0.5486 0.37 0.03 0 0 0.19 16.0092 14.9081
4 432 0.5324 0.36 0.03 0 0 0.20 16.0057 14.9518
4 545 0.5236 0.37 0.05 0 0 0.15 15.0100 15.0110
1 923 0.4503 0.28 0.06 0 0 0.26 16.0360 15.0725
2 327 0.4018 0.50 0.05 0 0 0.33 17.0632 15.2303
1 418 0.5512 0.32 0.02 0 0 0.26 17.0116 15.3373
2 223 0.4716 0.40 0.02 0 0 0.34 17.0199 15.3534
2 221 0.5274 0.42 0.03 0 0 0.27 17.0028 15.4565
4 231 0.5789 0.39 0:03 0 0 0.23 17.0051 15.4576
1 412 0.4943 0.27 0.02 0 0 0.35 17.0466 15.4996
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1 527 0.4716 0.34 0.06 0 0 0.30 16.0257 15.5206
5 351 0.6250 0.33 0.00 0 0 0.23 18.0421 15.6840
4 334 0.5973 0.35 0.04 0 0 0.26 17.0079 15.8177
1 421 0.5129 0.32 0.01 0 0 0.42 17.0676 15.9637
5 552 0.6170 0.40 0.00 0.1 0 0.23 18.0581 16.2260
1 924 0.5501 0.48 0.02 0 0 0.21 19.0206 16.2515
2 205 0.5261 0.41 0.04 0 0 0.36 17.0217 16.3670
1 916 0.6205 0.28 0.05 0 0 0.25 17.0436 16.4750
1 252 0.6196 0.28 0.04 0.14 0 0.36 17.1152 16.5120
1 512 0.5839 0.37 0.05 0 0 0.37 18.0336 16.7129
1 518 0.4667 0.42 0.02 0 0 0.41 18.0477 16.7337
1 315 0.7128 0.42 0.03 0 0 0.15 19.0340 17.0025
2 529 0.4461 0.50 0.03 0 0 0.35 18.0478 17.0299
1 419 0.6137 0.39 0.01 0 0 0.29 18.0097 17.3038
5 562 0.6630 0.38 0.00 0 0 0.23 19.0313 17.3232
2 222 0.4950 0.46 0.05 0 0 0.40 18.0524 17.3684
1 414 0.5387 0.42 0.04 0 0 0.40 18.0281 17.4611
2 320 0.4989 0.46 0.02 0 0 0.37 18.0280 17.7800
2 364 0.7331 0.45 0.09 0 0 0.26 20.1257 17.9701
1 413 0.8324 0.45 0.01 0 0 0.07 19.1209 18.3946
1 918 0.7169 0.47 0.03 0 0 0.21 19.0136 18.6150
4 276 0.7423 0.39 0.04 0 0 0.29 19.0232 18.7848
1 521 0.8103 0.56 0.01 0 0 0.08 20.1194 18.8444
4 533 0.7146 0.42 0.03 0 0 0.28 19.0091 18.9028
2 215 0.5851 0.56 0.02 0 0 0.24 20.0240 18.9987
1 410 0.8486 0.47 0.01 0 0 0.11 20.1033 19.0863
1 513 0.9605 0.56 0.00 0 0 0.10 20.1789 19.1309
1 314 0.7814 0.49 0.03 0 0 0.22 20.0247 19.3455
1 430 0.4946 0.56 0.00 0 0 0.29 20.0649 19.3509
4 333 0.7147 0.43 0.02 0 0 0.29 19.0070 19.4439
2 524 0.5337 0.54 0.03 0 0 0.36 21.0279 19.5862
2 254 0.7052 0.61 0.04 0 0 0.27 20.0390 19.6914
2 426 0.5442 0.59 0.04 0 0 0.33 21.0488 19.7105
4 332 0.7691 0.39 0.02 0 0 0.32 19.0280 19.9714
2 462 0.5317 0.58 0.05 0 0 0.39 21.0550 20.0106
2 328 0.7290 0.53 0.03 0 0 0.32 21.0061 20.1400
2 224 0.6628 0.49 0.03 0 0 0.37 21.0033 20.1981
2 271 0.7507 0.51 0.03 0 0 0.35 21.0053 20.4140
2 516 0.6400 0.54 0.04 0 0 0.41 21.0191 20.5292
4 534 0.7647 0.49 0.02 0 0 0.34 21.0075 20.5919
2 523 0.5379 0.57 0.01 0 0 0.37 21.0350 20.6297
2 514 0.7744 0.57 0.02 0 0 0.37 21.0180 20.6879
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2 310 0.6688 0.52 0.00 0 0 0.32 21.0192 20.7115
1 255 0.6231 0.50 0.02 0 0 0.43 22.0099 20.9099
2 258 0.6259 0.50 0.02 0 0 0.44 22.0088 21.0173
4 232 0.7767 0.43 0.02 0 0 0.40 22.0210 21.0377
1 322 0.8354 0.29 0.02 0 0 0.47 23.0965 21.0778
2 208 0.7510 0.74 0.00 0 0 0.48 22.1248 21.1855
4 331 0.7545 0.40 0.02 0 0 0.47 23.0207 21.3704
2 517 0.7424 0.62 0.01 0 0 0.48 22.0325 21.5023
2 526 0.7206 0.63 0.00 0 0 0.49 22.0469 21.7167
1 ■ 319 0.9253 0.46 0.01 0 0 0.47 23.0433 21.8200
2 317 0.6769 0.61 0.01 0 0 0.54 23.0353 22.0149
2 321 0.7159 0.38 0.03 0 0 0.65 23.0612 22.0632
2 311 0.8438 0.52 0.03 0 0 0.60 23.0259 22.1218
2 239 0.8604 0.51 0.02 0 0 0.58 23.0231 22.1603
2 515 0.8317 0.51 0.02 0 0 0.58 23.0182 22.1745
2 213 0.7511 0.44 0.02 0 0 0.69 23.0624 22.7210
2 365 0.8072 0.41 0.01 0 0 0.71 23.0854 22.9568
2 312 0.7697 0.49 0.01 0 0 0.72 23.0782 22.9985
1 219 0.7658 0.47 0.01 0 0 0.76 23.1109 23.1109
A/ote. Type 1 = 9-month Elementary School; Type 2 = Year Round 
Elementary School; Type 4 = Middle School; Type 5 = High School; FRPL = 
Free and Reduced Price Lunch; GATE = Gifted and Talented Education; AP 
= Advanced Placement; IB = Intemational Baccaleaurette; ELL = English 
Language Learners; Cluster = Kohonen Neural Network Groupings; Adj 
Cluster = Back-propagation Adjusted Clusters
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Criteria for School Funding Programs 
Performance Criteria Rubric
Stability and 
Predictability
Adequacy
Efficiency
Accountability
Equity
Responsiveness
Non-manipulability
# Continuation of programming
# Consistency of allocation procedures
# Funding procedures
# Sufficient allocation of school level funding to meet 
state standards and requirements
# Ability of all schools to provide necessary programs
# Maximi/Kition of resources
# Targeted use of funds
# Ease of program and fiscal planning
# Cost containment
# Incentive/disincentive to label children
# Detailed cost accounting
# Ability to track allocations to specific programs or 
targeted school outcomes
# Recognition of differences among schools
# Distribution in relation to magnitude of the problem
# Flexibility for programming
# Incentive for innovation
# Manipulability of student counts, cost data
# Incentives/disincentives to overclassify
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